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REPORT  OF  CASES 


IN  THE 

COURT  OF  QUEEN’S  BENCH. 


TRINITY  TERM,  24  VICTORIA,  1860,  ( Continued .) 


Present : 

The  Hon.  Sir  John  Beverley  Robinson,  Bart.,  C.  J* 
“ Archibald  McLean,  J. 

“ Robert  Easton  Burns,  J. 


Street  et  al.,  Executors  of  Vyse,  v.  Beckwith. 

Promissory  note — Verbal  agreement — Devise. 

To  an  action  by  the  executors  of  V.,  on  a promissory  note  payable  to  him 
©r  bearer,  defendant  set  up  as  a defence,  that  by  his  last  will  V.  devised 
to  each  of  his  children,  of  whom  defendant’s  wife  was  one,  £250,  to  be 
paid  by  his  executors  as  soon  as  possible  ; and  declared  that  in  case  he 
should  advance  money  during  his  life-time  to  any  of  his  children  on 
account  of  such  legacies,  a receipt  therefor  should  be  sufficient  as  pay- 
ment of  so  much  on  account  of  the  sum  bequeathed  : that  onthe4thof 
April,  1856,  the  testator  advanced  to  defendent  £100  on  account  of  the 
sum  devised  to  his  wife,  and  defendant  then  delivered  to  him  the  note 
sued  on  as  evidence  of  such  advance,  it  being  agreed  between  them  that 
defendant  should  not  be  called  upon  to  pay  said  note,  but  that  it  should 
be  held  as  a receipt  for  so  much  of  the  legacy  ; and  defendant  alleged 
that  he  had  always  been  willing,  and  had  offered  to  sign  a receipt  for  that 
sum. 

The  will  when  produced  was  in  the  terms  alleged,  but  a codicil  was  added, 
made  after  the  note,  directing  that  none  of  the  legacies  should  be  paid 
until  the  completion  of  payments  on  certain  lands  due  by  his  son. 

Held , that  the  plaintiff  must  recover,  for  verbal  evidence  could  not  be 
received  of  such  an  agreement  as  alleged,  and  the  statement  of  the  will 
in  defendant’s  plea  was  incorrect. 

Action  on  a promissory  note,  made  by  the  defendant  paya- 
ble to  James  Vyse  or  bearer,  for  £100,  dated  the  24th  of  April? 
1856,  and  payable  twelve  months  after  date,  with  interest. 

The  defendant  pleaded  a special  plea,  stating  that  James 
Vyse  in  his  life-time,  on  the  6th  of  July,  1854,  made  his 
will,  and  therein  recited  that  he  had  bargained  with  his  son 
Richard,  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  for  the  sale  of  his  farm,  and 
that  he  had  executed  a bond  in  his  favour,  conditioned  for 
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the  convej^ance  of  the  farm  to  him,  his  heirs  and  assigns, 
on  payment  of  certain  moneys  : that  in  the  sale  of  the 
farm  it  was  understood  and  arranged  that  £250,  part  of  the 
purchase  money,  should  be  retained  by  him,  Eichard,  as 
his  share  or  portion  of  the  testator’s  estate;  and  he  then 
ordered  and  directed  that  all  his  estate  and  effects  remaining 
at  his  decease  should  be  equally  divided  among  his  children 
thereinafter  named,  or  their  representatives,  or  if  not  amica- 
bly divided  that  they  should  be  sold  by  his  executors,  and 
the  proceeds  should  be  equally  divided;  and  that'  of  the 
money  left  by  him,  the  said  James  Vyse,  at  his  decease,  or 
obtained  for  securities  for  money,  the  testator  directed  that 
the  sum  of  £250  should  be  paid  to  each  of  his  children  there- 
after named — that  is,  to  Eichard  Yyse, William  Yyse, Marian 
Eobins,  wife  of  James  Eobins,  and  Emma  Beckwith,  wife  of 
the  defendant — and  payable  to  each  of  them,  in  the  order  in 
which  they  were  named,  as  the  moneys  in  the  hands  of  the 
executors  should  enable  them  to  pay  the  same  ; and  that  the 
said  will  contained  a proviso  that  in  case  the  said  James 
Yyse  should  see  fit  to  advance  to  any  of  his  said  children  any 
moneys  on  account  of  moneys  by  the  said  will  bequeathed, 
a receipt  for  such  moneys  should  be  good  and  sufficient  in 
payment  or  part  payment  of  such  legacies  ; and  the  defend- 
ant averred  that  on  the  4th  of  April,  1856,  before  the  death 
of  the  said  testator,  he,  the  testator,  not  having  in  any  man- 
ner revoked  or  altered  his  will,  advanced  to  the  defendant, 
husband  of  the  said  Emma  Beckwith,  for  and  on  account  of 
the  legacy  by  the  will  bequeathed,  the  sum  of  £100,  and 
the  defendant  then  made  and  delivered  to  the  said  James 
Yyse  the  promissory  note  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  as 
evidence  of  the  said  loan  or  advance;  and  it  was  then  and 
afterwards  agreed  to  between  the  defendant  and  the  testa- 
tor, that  the  defendant  should  not  be  called  upon  to  pay  the 
amountof  the  said  promissory  note, but  that  the  same  should 
be  held  by  the  testator,  and  after  his  death  by  his  executors, 
as  an  acknowledgement  or  receipt  that  the  defendant  had 
received  so  much  of  the  legacy  bequeathed  to  his  wife,  and 
as  a set-off  against  so  much  of  such  legacy  as  in  the  will  pro- 
vided. And  the  defendant  further  said,  that  he  had  always 
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been  ready  and  willing  to  sign  and  execute  a good  and  suffi- 
cient receipt  for  the  said  £100,  for  and  on  account  of  the 
legacy,  and  since  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  to  wit,  on 
the  2nd  of  April,  1859,  tendered  and  offered  to  do  so. 

The  plaintiffs  took  issue  upon  the  plea. 

At  the  trial,  at  Milton,  before  Barns , J.,  the  promis- 
sory note  was  produced,  and  it  appeared  that  the  defen- 
dant had,  on  the  28rd  of  May,  1857,  paid  the  testator 
a year’s  interest  upon  it.  The  testator  died  about  the  1st  of 
December,  1858.  Probate  of  the  testator’s  will  was  pro- 
duced, shewing  that  his  will  was  made  on  the  6tli  of  July, 
1854,  and  was  in  the  terms  set  forth  in  the  plea.  A codicil 
was  attached  to  the  will,  made  on  the  15th  of  January,  1857, 
being  after  the  note  was  made  by  the  defendant,  and  before 
payment  of  the  year’s  interest  upon  the  note.  The  codicil, 
as  to  the  payment  of  the  legacies,  was  in  these  words,  after 
confirming  his  will — “ I therefore  will  that  no  part  or  whole 
of  the  portions  named  in  the  said  will,  be  paid  unto  each  or 
any  of  them,  my  children,  before  the  expiration  of  five  years 
from  this  date  to  the  completion  of  payments  on  the  land 
due  by  my  son  Eichard  Vyse;  then  each  as  named,  or  their 
representatives,  shall  receive  from  my  executors  the  sum  of 
£250,  and  the  balance,  after  expenses  of  executors  in  admin- 
istering, shall  be  equally  divided  between  all  my  children  or 
their  representatives.” 

The  learned  judge  was  then  asked  upon  these  facts 
whether  he  would  rule  that  the  defendant  could  offer  ver- 
bal testimony  to  prove  such  an  agreement  as  stated  in  the 
plea  to  control  the  legal  effect  of  the  note,  and  to  contradict 
the  terms  of  the  codicil  of  the  will;  and  he  decided  that  such 
testimony  could  not  be  given.  A verdict  was  therefore  en- 
tered for  the  plaintiffs,  for  the  amount  of  the  note  and 
interest,  and  leave  was  reserved  to  the  defendant  to  move 
the  court  to  enter  verdict  for  him,  if  the  action  could  not 
be  maintained. 

Hector  Cameron  obtained  a rule  nisi  to  enter  a verdict  for 
the  defendant,  on  the  ground  that  under  the  will  of  the 
testator,  and  the  facts  of  the  case  as  admitted  under  the 
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plea,  this  action  could  not  be  maintained.  He  cited  Wms. 
on  Exrs.  1177,  1178;  Davis  v.  Elmes,  1 Beav.  131. 

English  shewed  cause. 

Robinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

We  think  the  learned  judge  was  right  in  his  ruling  that 
the  evidence  could  not  be  received.  The  plea  should  have 
been  demurred  to,  hut  from  the  manner  in  which  the  defend- 
ant referred  to  the  judge  at  the  trial  for  his  legal  opinion 
upon  the  defence  before  he  attempted  to  sustain  it,  we 
suppose  the  parties  must  have  desired  to  waive  the  necessity 
of  moving  after  judgment  against  the  sufficiency  of  the  plea. 

It  clearly  could  not  have  been  supported  by  evidence,  for 
the  production  of  the  will  and  codicil  shewed  that  the  will 
had  been  altered  in  regard  to  the  time  for  paying  the  lega- 
cies, and  that  the  statement  in  the  plea  of  the  testator’s 
last  will  was  incorrect. 

Then  here  we  have  also  an  alleged  verbal  agreement  made 
either  at  or  before  the  making  of  the  note,  or  if  afterwards 
without  consideration  for  such  subsequent  agreement,  to  the 
effect  that  the  defendant  need  not  pay  the  money,  but  that 
the  note  should  be  looked  upon  only  as  a receipt  of  so  much 
money  in  advance  of  a legacy  that  might  or  might  not  be- 
come payable  to  the  defendant’s  wife. 

Evidence  could  not  legally  be  received  to  support  such  a 
defence. 

Rule  discharged. 


Keyes  v.  O’Brien. 

Covenant  for  title — Right  of  action. 

An  assignee  of  part  of  the  land  conveyed  by  a deed  containing  a covenant 
for  seisin  in  fee  may  sue  upon  the  covenant  and  recover  damages  in 
proportion  to  his  interest. 

This  was  an  action  on  the  covenants  for  seisin  in  fee-sim- 
ple free  from  incumbrances,  contained  in  a deed  of  convey- 
ance of  certain  land  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  the 
breach  assigned  being  a claim  for  dower  which  had  been 
enforced  against  the  plaintiff. 


KEYES  Y.  O’BRIEN. 


18 


At  the  trial,  at  Belleville,  before  Robinson,  C.  J.,  it  ap- 
peared that  the  deed  sued  upon  conveyed  to  the  plaintiff  a 
quarter  of  an  acre  of  land,  for  a consideration  of  £20.  The 
plaintiff  had  conveyed  the  same  land  to  one  Thresher,  and 
received  a re-conveyance  of  a small  portion,  about  twenty 
feet  in  front  by  five  rods  in  depth,  which  was  all  that  he 
held  at  the  time  of  bringing  this  action. 

It  was  objected  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover,  be- 
cause he  was  not  seised  at  the  time  of  action  brought  of  the 
whole  of  the  property  conveyed  to  him  by  the  defendant, 
and  that  the  covenant  was  indivisible. 

Leave  was  reserved  to  move  upon  that  ground,  and  the 
jury  found  a verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  and  £19  8s.  lOd.  dam- 
ages, being  £12,  15s.  6d.,  the  costs  taxed  in  the  proceedings 
to  recover  dower,  and  £6  13s.  4d.,  which  they  explained 
they  gave  as  being  one-third  of  the  £20  which  the  plaintiff 
had  paid  to  defendant  for  the  land  conveyed  to  him  by  de- 
fendant’s deed. 

O' Hare  obtained  a r ule  nisi  to  enter  a verdict  for  defend- 
ant, or  a nonsuit  pursuant  to  leave  reserved. 

M.  R.  Vankoughnet  shewed  cause,  and  cited  Rawle  on 
Covenants  for  Title,  862-3,  366;  Twynam  v.  Pickard,  2 
B.  & al.  105  ; Merceron  v.  Dowson,  5 B.  & Cr.  481  ; Cur- 
tis v.  Spitty,  1 Bing,  N.  C.  756;  Stevenson  v.  Lambard,  2 
East  575  ; Bug.  Y.  & P,  II.  507,  508. 

Richards , Q.  C.,  supported  the  rule,  citing  Preston  on 
Abstracts,  57,  58. 

Robinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

This  case  has  been  argued  upon  the  single  question  on 
which  the  plaintiff’s  legal  right  to  recover  damages  to  any 
amount  whatever  was  resisted  at  the  trial : that  is  to  say, 
whether  the  plaintiff,  who  is  assignee  of  a portion  only  of 
the  real  estate  which  was  conveyed  by  the  defendant  to  the 
plaintiff  by  the  deed  containing  the  covenant  for  title  now 
sued  upon,  can  maintain  an  action  as  assignee  upon, 
that  covenant.  It  is  contended  that  he  cannot,  because  he 
does  not  own  the  whole  estate  to  which  the  covenant  extends,, 
but  only  a small  portion  of  it. 
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It  appears  to  us  that  in  reason  the  remedy  upon  a cove- 
nant which  runs  "with  the  land,  which  is  this  case,  should 
not  be  confined  to  the  assignee  of  the  whole  reversion,  hut 
that  it  should  be  competent  to  the  assignee  of  part  of  the 
land  to  sue  upon  the  covenant  for  title,  and  to  recover  dam- 
ages in  proportion  to  his  interest.  Upon  an  examination  of 
the  authorities  to  which  we  were  referred,  and  of  such  others 
as  we  have  been  able  te  meet  with,  we  think  the  weight  of 
authority  also  is  in  favour  of  such  an  action  by  an  assignee 
of  part  of  the  land  to  which  the  covenant  extends,  and  of 
course  of  actions  by  all  the  assignees,  where  the  estate  has 
been  conveyed  by  the  covenantee  to  several  parties. 

The  most  express  opinion  upon  the  point  are  those  cited 
to  us  from  Mr.  Preston’s  work  on  Abstracts  of  Title,  vol. 
III,  57-8,  and  from  Sugden  on  Vendors,  508.  Unfortu- 
nately they  are  opposed  to  each  other,  but  as  Mr.  Sugden 
has  deliberately  considered  the  opinion  expressed  by  Pres- 
ton, and  has  disapproved  of  it,  though  not  in  very  positive 
terms,  we  must  admit,  we  think,  that  the  weight  of  his 
authority  is  entitled  to  prevail. 

The  little  that  can  be  found  bearing  upon  the  question  in 
the  general  form  is  chiefly,  if  not  altogether,  in  cases  upon 
leases,  in  which  cases  the  statute  82  H.  VIII.,  ch.  34,  has 
been  relied  upon  for  giving  assignees  a right  to  sue ; but  it 
seems  to  us  that  such  cases  on  the  statute  apply  in  principle 
to  the  present,  as  does  also  in  a measure  the  language  of 
the  judges  who  have  decided  them. 

It  might  have  been  expected  that  many  cases  would  be 
found  in  which  actions  had  been  brought  on  covenants  for 
title  by  an  assignee  of  part  of  the  estate,  but,  however,  it  is 
to  be  accounted  for,  we  do  not  find  such  cases.  In  Ameri- 
can courts  the  ability  of  such  assignees  of  part  to  sue  had 
been  recognized  in  many  cases,  though  they  seem  to  have 
been  unable  to  cite  English  decisions  srpporting  that  view. 

The  plaintiff  here  has  a verdict  which  we  should  not  be 
warranted  by  authority,  we  think,  in  setting  aside,  so  far 
as  this  general  point  of  law  is  concerned,  and  the  verdict 
is  not  moved  against  on  other  grounds. 

Eule  discharged. 
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Bechtel  v.  Street 

Action  for  obstructing  river — Prescriptive  right — Pleading. 

Declaration , for  maintaining  a dam  across  the  Grand  river,  below  the  plain- 
tiff’s land,  and  thereby  penning  back  the  water  thereon. 

Plea , that  the  dam  was  erected. on  a close  occupied  by  defendant,  for  the 
purpose  of  supplying  certain  mills  on  said  close  with  water,  and  had  in  it 
certain  sluices  or  gates  to  let  off  or  keep  back  the  water,  as  might  be 
required  for  the  use  of  said  mills  : that  the  defendant  and  other  occupiers 
of  said  mills  had  enjoyed  as  of  right,  and  without  interruption,  for  twenty 
years  before  this  suit,  the  right  of  keeping  up  said  dam  and  of  closing  the 
gates  therein  as  often  as  occasion  might  require  for  the  purpose  aforesaid, 
and  the  right  of  damming  back  the  water  on  such  occasions,  and  of 
causing  the  same  to  overflow  a portion  of  the  plaintiff’s  land,  doing  no 
unnecessary  damage  in  the  use  of  such  right ; and  that  the  injuries  com- 
plained of  were  thus  caused. 

Held , on  demurrer,  plea  good.  Robinsons,  C.J.,  doubting  whether  it  should 
not  have  been  averred  more  plainly  that  the  injury  to  the  plaintiff  during 
the  twenty  years  had  been  the  same. 

Declaration,  that  the  plaintiff  was  possessed  of  a certain 
elose,  &c.,  upon  the  Grand  river,  and  of  right  ought  to  have 
enjoyed  the  benefit  of  the  said  river  or  water-course  running 
and  flowing  past  the  said  close,  without  being  penned  back 
upon  and  overflowing  the  said  close,  and  free  from  any  ob- 
struction by  any  person  whatsoever;  yet  the  defendant, 
wrongfully  intending  to  injure  the  plaintiff,  wrongfully  main- 
tained and  continued  erected  a certain  dam  or  obstruction 
across  the  said  river,  and  lower  down  the  stream  thereof  than 
the  plaintiff’s  said  close,  and  thereby  wrongfully  and  inju- 
riously forced  and  penned  back  the  waters  of  the  said  river 
out  of  their  usual  flow,  whereby  the  said  waters  ran  and  over- 
flowed the  said  close  and  lands  of  the  plaintiff,  causing 
thereby  the  destruction  of  the  plaintiff’s  crops,  &c.,  &c. 

Plea,  that  the  said  dam  was  and  still  is  a dam  erected 
across  the  said  river,  on  a certain  close  occupied  by  defen- 
dant, for  the  purpose  of  supplying  with  water  for  various 
manufacturing  purposes  certain  mills  also  erected  on  the 
said  last  mentioned  close,  of  which  said  mills  also  the  said 
defendant  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  this  suit  was 
and  still  is  the  occupant,  on  which  said  dam  from  the  time 
of  the  erection  thereof  there  were  and  still  are  certain 
sluices  and  gates,  by  the  shutting  and  opening  of  which  the 
waters  of  the  said  river,  from  the  time  of  the  erection  of  the 
said  dam,  have  been  and  still  are  from  time  to  time  penned 
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and  dammed  back,  and  let  off,  respectively,  as  occasion  may 
require,  for  the  necessary  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  said 
mills  ; and  the  defendant  says  that  the  said  defendant,  and 
all  the  occupiers  for  the  time  being  of  the  said  mills  and 
premises,  a,nd  of  the  said  dam,  have  and  each  of  them  hath 
had  and  enjoyed  as  of  right,  and  without  interruption,  for 
the  full  period  of  twenty  years  next  before  the  commence- 
ment of  this  suit,  the  right,  easement,  and  benefit,  for  him- 
self and  themselves,  so  for  the  time  being  such  occupiers  as 
aforesaid,  of  keeping  and  continuing  erected  the  said  dam  or 
obstruction, with  the  said  sluices  and  gates  thereon,  upon  the 
said  close  and  premises  of  the  said  defendant,  and  of  closing, 
shutting,  and  keeping  closed  and  shut  the  said  sluice  and 
gates  on  the  said  dam,  as  often  as  occasion  might  require, 
for  the  purposes  aforesaid,  through  which  said  sluices  and 
gates,  at  the  times  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  the  waters 
of  the  said  river  might,  and  otherwise  would  have  flowed 
freely, and  without  obstruction ; and  the  right,  easement, and 
benefit  of  obstructing,  damming  and  penning  back,  by  the 
means,  and  in  the  manner, and  upon  the  occasions  aforesaid 
the  waters  of  the  said  river,  and  of  causing  the  same  thereby 
to  overflow  a portion  of  the  said  close  and  lands  of  the  plain- 
tiff, in  the  declaration  mentioned,  doing  no  unnecessary 
damage  to  the  plaintiff’s  said  close  in  the  use  and  enjoy- 
ment of  such  right  and  easement ; and  the  defendant  says 
that  the  alleged  injuries  to  the  said  close  of  the  plaintiff  in 
the  declaration  mentioned,  were  occasioned  by  such,  the 
penning  and  clamming  back  the  waters  of  the  said  river, in  the 
manner  and  by  the  means  aforesaid,  and  upon  the  occasion 
of  the  necessary  use  and  enjoyment  by  the  said  defendant 
of  the  said  mills,  the  defendant  doing  thereby  to  the  plain- 
tiff’s said  close  and  premises  no  unnecessary  damage  upon 
the  occasion  aforesaid. 

Demurrer,  that  the  plea  and  the  facts  alleged  therein  are 
no  answer  to  the  declaration  : that  a prescription  for  twenty 
years  is  attempted  to  be  set  up,  but  it  is  not  shewn  that  there 
had  been  an  actual  user  for  the  period  of  twenty  years : that 
instead  of  a continued  user,  the  defendant  asserts  a right 
existing  during  that  period,  but  only  asserts  the  actual  en- 


BECHTEL  V.  STREET. 


17 


joyment  and  use  of  the  said  privilege  at  occasional  times 
when  it  was  required,  but  not  that  it  was  continually  used 
for  the  said  period  of  twenty  years ; and  that  the  said  right 
is  not  claimed  with  sufficient  certainty. 

McMichael  for  the  demurrer,  cited  Hunt  v.  Hespeler,  6 0. 
P.  269;  Smith  v.  Wallbridge,  ib.  324;  McKechnie  et  al.,  v. 
McKeyes,  9 U.  C.  E.  563. 

Gwynne , Q.  C.,  contra,  cited  Chy.  on  Pig.  iii.,  271,  273; 
Haley  v.  Ennis,  et  ah,  10  U.  C.  E.  404. 

Eobinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  cou  t. 

This  plea  appeared  to  me  at  first  not  to  be  materially  dif- 
ferent from  the  pleas  which  were  held  bad  in  the  two  cases 
cited,  of  McKechnie  v.  McKeyes,  (9  U.  C.  E.  563,)  and 
Hunt  v.  Hespeler,  6 C.  P.  269,)  but  I see  on  examination 
that  there  is  an  essential  difference.  The  defendant  referred 
us  to  a precedent  in  Chittyon  Pleading,  Vol.  iii.,  page  271, 
but  that  is  so  far  different  from  this  plea  that  it  mentions  a 
certain  height,  to  which  the  defendant  had  for  twenty  years 
enjoyed  the  right  of  backing  the  water;  that  is,  3 ft.  10 
inches  above  the  bed  of  the  stream.  In  this  there  is  no  such 
limit  shewn  of  the  enjoyment  or  right.  The  defendant 
seems  to  rest  wholly  on  the  alleged  identity  of  the  dam 
which  has  stood  for  more  than  twenty  years,  and  to  assume 
that  it  must  throughout  that  time  always  have  raised  the 
water  to  the  same  height,  while  the  sluices  or  gates  were  shut. 

The  important  question  of  fact  is  not  how  high  the  dam 
was  for  twenty  years,  but  how  high  the  water  has  been 
backed  up  on  the  plaintiff’s  land  during  that  time,  and  I con- 
fess I should  have  expected  in  any  approved  precedent  of  a 
plea  of  prescription  to  find  that  point  more  clearly  brought 
out  than  it  is  in  the  precedent  in  Mr.  Chitty’s  excellent  work. 

But  we  are  not  disposed  to  treat  that  precedent  as  one 
that  it  is  not  safe  to  follow ; and  taking  it  to  be  sufficient, 
then  the  question  is  whether  the  plea  now  before  us  is  not 
in  substance  and  effect  the  same,  though  it  does  not  specify 
the  height  of  the  dam  as  the  precedent  in  Chitty  does.  It 
may,  we  think,  be  held  that  it  is  substantially  the  same  in 
its  statement,  for  what  it  states  is  that  the  defendant  has 
2 u.  c.  q.  b.  20. 
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enjoyed , which  has  been  held  equivalent  to  saying  that  he 
has  exercised,  for  twenty  years  the  right  and  privilege  of 
keeping  up  the  same  dam  as  that  which  forms  the  obstruc- 
tion, and  occasions  the  injury  complained  of.  If  that  be  so, 
it  is  of  no  consequence  what  the  height  of  that  dam  was  and 
is;  the  fact  of  identity  is  the  material  thing. 

It  is  true  that  the  same  dam  may  have  backed  water  to  a 
less  extent  twenty  years  ago  than  it  does  now,  for  it  may 
have  been  higher  of  late  years,  and  from  other  causes  it  may 
not  have  obstructed  the  water  through  the  twenty  years  to 
the  same  extent  as  at  present ; but  it  would  appear  from  the 
course  of  decisions,  and  the  precedents  of  pleadings  in  such 
cases,  that  that  should  be  replied  by  the  plaintiffs,  if  the 
fact  be  so,  aud  that  without  this  we  may  intend  that  the 
same  dam  which  has  existed  for  twenty  years  backs  the  water 
to  the  same  extent. 

I confess  I am  not  altogether  satisfied  with  the  soundness 
and  good  sense  of  this  view  of  the  pleadings,  for  it  does  seem 
to  me  that  the  plea  should  plainly  assert  that  through  the 
twenty  years  the  injury  to  the  plaintiff  has  been  the  same  as 
now.  I will  not  however  differ  from  my  brothers  who  con- 
sider the  plea  sufficient. 

I fully  agree  that  it  is  sufficient,  if  the  defendant  has,  as 
the  plea  states,  kept  the  water  back,  not  at  all  times — that  is, 
through  the  whole  of  each  day,  or  week,  or  month — but 
whenever  it  was  necessary  for  working  his  mills,  letting  the 
water  down  when  it  was  not  requisite  for  his  purpose  to  keep 
it  up,  provided  the  privilege  was  so  exercised  as  a matter  of 
right,  and  without  denial  or  interruption  by  the  plaintiff. 

Judgment  for  defendant  on  demurrer. 


Wilson  v.  Munro,  Sheriff. 

Action  for  escape — Limitation — Pleading. 

To  a declaration  against  a sheriff  for  an  escape  from  arrest  under  & capias, 
defendant  pleaded,  1.  That  the  action  did  not  accrue  within  two  years. 
2 T liat  the  plaintiff  did  not  declare  in  the  cause  in  which  the  arrest 
was  made  within  one  year,  and  did  not  prosecute  said  suit. 

Held , on  demurrer,  both  pleas  bad. 

This  was  an  action  against  the  defendant,  as  sheriff  of  the 
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county  of  Elgin,  for  the  escape  of  one  William  Storey,  who 
had  been  arrested  under  a writ  of  capias  at  the  plaintiff’s 
suit.  The  declaration  alleged  that  said  Storey  had  not 
caused  special  bail  to  be  put  in  for  him,  or  otherwise  ob- 
served the  writ. 

Defendent  pleaded,  among  other  pleas,  4,  that  the  alleged 
cause  of  action  did  not  accrue  within  two  years  before  this 
suit. 

5.  That  the  said  plaintiff  did  not  file  or  serve  any  decla- 
ration, or  copy  of  declaration,  in  the.  cause  mentioned, 
within  one  year  from  the  time  of  the  said  supposed  arrest 
of  the  said  William  Storey,  and  did  not  further  prosecute 
the  said  suit  against  the  said  William  Storey. 

The  plaintiff  demurred  to  both  pleas,  assigning  for  ground 
of  demurrer  to  the  fifth  plea,  that  as  the  said  William  Storey 
neither  remained  in  the  custody  of  the  defendant  for  want 
of  sureties,  nor  caused  special  bail  to  be  put  in  for  him  to 
the  said  action,  the  plaintiff  could  not  nor  was  he  required 
to  declare  against  the  said  William  Storey,  or  further  pro- 
secute the  said  action. 

Crombie,  for  the  demurrer,  cited  Consol.  Stats.  U.  C.,  ch. 
78,  sec.  7. 

Richards,  Q.  C.  contra. 

Bobinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

We  have  no  doubt  that  both  the  pleas  demurred  to  are 
bad.  The  statute  (Consol.  Stats.  U.  C.  ch.  78,  sec.  7,) 
clearly  allows  six  years  for  bringing  such  an  action  as  the 
present;  and  as  to  the  fifth  plea,  it  is  sufficient  for  the 
sheriff  to  have  a writ  that  will  protect  him  in  making  the 
arrest.  We  cannot  enter  into  the  question  whether  the 
prisoner  could  not  claim  to  be  superseded  if  he  were  in 
custody.  That  is  a matter  between  the  plaintiff  and  de- 
fendant only.  Of  course  the  plaintiff  would  not  declare  if 
the  party  was  not  in  custody  or  could  not  give  bail. 

Judgment  for  plaintiff  on  demurrer. 
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Minaker  v.  Hawkins. 

Minaker  v.  Ashe. 

Dower — Evidence  of  seisin — Estoppel. 

In  an  action  of  dower  by  the  widow  of  M..  it  appeared  that  a patent  for 
the  land  issued  to  one  3L,  and  a witness  was  called,  who  proved  that  he 
was  one  of  the  subscribing  witnesses  to  K’s  will,  but  the  will  was  not 
produced,  and  no  evidence  of  its  contents  given.  It  was  proved,  how- 
ever, that  B.,  the  person  from  whom  defendants  purchased,  derived  title 
through  P.,  who  had  held  a bond  for  a deed  from  the  patentee,  and  that 
P.  before  he  sold  to  B.  took  a quit  claim  from  M.  of  all  his  interest  in  the 
land,  executed  by  M.  only,  in  which  it  was  stated  that  the  land  “ was 
devised  by  will  to  the  said  M.  by  K.,  the  original  grantee  of  the  Crown.” 
Held , that  no  estoppel  arose  upon  this  deed,  and  that  there  was  no  proof 
of  seisin  in  M. 

These  were  actions  brought  to  recover  dower  in  lot  IB, 
in  the  5th  concession  of  Hamilton. 

There  was  no  averment  that  the  husband  died  seised,  and 
no  damages  claimed. 

In  both  cases  the  tenant  pleaded  that  her  husband  was 
not  not  seised  at  any  time  that  he  could  endow,  &c. 

At  the  trial,  at  Cobourg,  before  Robinson , C.  J.,  the  de- 
mandant produced  a patent  from  the  Crown  to  one  Michael 
Kesler  of  this  lot,  dated  the  17th  of  May,  1802,  granting 
the  whole  lot  to  him  in  fee.  She  then  called  as  a witness  a 
nephew  of  Ludowick  Minaker,  who  swore  that  Kesler,  the 
patentee,  was  a discharged  soldier  who  died  at  a great  age, 
88  or  84  years  ago,  unmarried,  as  the  witness  believed : that 
he  had  lived  with  Ludowick  Minaker  for  twenty  years  or 
more;  that  Kesler  made  a will,  which  the  witness  saw,  and 
to  which  he  was  a subscribing  witness,  with  two  others,  and 
that  the  will  was  drawn  by  one  Dingman,  a magistrate.  He 
swore  that  he  did  not  know  where  the  will  could  be  found, 
nor  who  were  the  executors,  and  he  gave  no  evidence  of  its 
contents.  He  stated  that  he  went  to  Louis  Minaker,  son  of 
Ludowick  Minaker,  which  latter  died  about  two  years  ago, 
and  searched  among  his  papers  for  the  will,  but  could  not 
find  it.  Louis  Minaker  swore  also  that  he  had  found  no 
will  among  his  father’s  papers.  Evidence  was  given  of  a 
search  in  the  County  Register,  and  in  the  Surrogate  Offices 
at  Kingston,  Belleville,  and  Picton,  but  no  will  could  be 
found.  There  was  no^proof  of  a search  in  the  Office  of  the 
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Court  of  Probate.  It  was  sworn  that  Kesler  had  no  chattel 
property.  He  died  in  Marysburg,  Prince  Edward  County. 

There  was  no  proof  that  any  one  had  seen  a will  of  Kes- 
ler after  his  death , and  no  evidence  whatever  of  the  con- 
tents of  his  will. 

The  defendants,  it  was  proved,  had  purchased  each  of 
them  a portion  of  this  lot  from  the  late  Hon.  Z.  Burnham, 
who  held  a conveyance  in  fee  from  one  Leonard  Perrin.  It 
was  proved  that  in  1799  Kesler  gave  a bond  for  a deed  of 
this  land  to  one  Isaac  Secord,who  assigned  his  interest  to  one 
Eastman,  and  Eastman  assigned  it  to  Perrin.  In  order  to 
confirm  his  title  derived  through  this  bond  from  Kesler,  the 
patentee,  to  Secord,  Perrin,  on  the  14th  of  February,  1883, 
took  a quit-claim  deed  from  Ludowick  Minaker  of  all  his 
right  in  the  land.  This  was  taken  before  Perrin  sold  to 
Burnham.  Perrin  swore  upon  the  trial  that  he  never  thought 
that  Minaker  had  any  title,  though  he  took  this  quit-claim 
from  him  to  extinguish  any  claim  of  his.  It  was  proved 
that  Ludowick  Minaker  was  never  in  possession  of  the  lot. 

The  plaintiff  relied  on  the  fact  of  these  defendants  holding 
under  a title  confirmed  at  least  by  Ludowick  Minaker’s  quit- 
claim deed,  as  estopping  them  from  denying  in  these  actions 
that  he  was  seized  of  the  land,  and  also  relied  upon  a recital 
of  Minaker’s  title  in  that  deed  which  Perrin  took  from  Ludo- 
wick Minaker.  This  was  a deed  executed  only  by  Minaker, 
the  grantor.  It  did  not  profess  to  convey  the  land,  but 
only  “ to  sell  and  make  over  to  Perrin  all  Minaker’s  right, 
title,  interest,  claim  and  demand,”  which  land  it  stated, 
44  was  devised  by  will  to  the  said  Ludowick  Minaker  by 
Michael  Kesler,  the  original  grantee  of  the  Crown.” 

The  learned  Chief  Justice  told  the  jury  that  he  saw  no 
evidence  of  seisin  in  Minaker  which  could  support  a verdict 
for  the  demandant  on  the  plea,  and  a verdict  was  given  for 
the  tenant  in  each  case,  leave  being  reserved  to  the  demand- 
ant to  move  to  enter  a verdict  for  her  if  the  court  should 
think  the  seisin  of  Minaker  was  proved. 

It  was  agreed  by  the  tenants  that  if  the  court  should 
refuse  to  enter  verdict  for  demandant,  a nonsuit  might  be 
entered. 
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C.  S.  Patterson  obtained  a rule  nisi  in  each  case  to  set 
aside  the  verdict  for  the  tenant  and  enter  a verdict  for  de- 
mandant, or  a nonsuit,  on  the  leave  reserved,  or  for  a new 
trial  for  misdirection. 

Cameron , Q.  C.,  shewed  cause. 

Richards , Q.  C.,  and  C.  S.  Patterson , supported  the 
rules,  citing  Matheson  v.  Mallock,  13  U.  C.  R.  354  ; Daven- 
port v.  Davenport,  7 C.  P.  401 ; Potts  v.  Meyers,  14  U.  C. 
R.  508 ; Ham  v.  Ham,  lb.  497  ; Young  v.  Raincock,  7 
C.  B.  319. 

Robinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

The  defence  of  the  tenant  in  each  case  against  the  claim 
of  dower  made  by  the  demandant  as  widow  of  Ludowick 
Minaker  being  rested  upon  the  alleged  want  of  seisin  in  her 
husband,  it  was  necessary  for  the  demandant  to  prove  his 
seisin.  He  had  never  been  in  possession  of  the  property. 
On  the  part  of  the  demandant,  an  attempt  was  made  to 
prove  that  Kesler,  the  patentee  of  the  Crown,  had  devised 
the  land  to  him,  but  no  will  was  produced.  There  had  not 
been  such  searches  made,  I thought  at  the  trial,  as  would 
entitle  the  demandant  to  give  secondary  evidence  of  the  con- 
tents of  the  will,  but  that  is  not  material  to  be  considered, 
because  there  was  no  evidence  whatever  that  any  one  had 
seen  the  will  spoken  of  by  one  witness,  or  any  will  of  Kes- 
ler, after  Kesler’s  death,  and  such  evidence  it  appeared  to 
me  was  absolutely  necessary ; and  the  witness  who  swore  that 
he  had  seen  Kesler  execute  a will,  and  had  witnessed  it, 
gave  no  evidence  whatever  of  the  contents  of  the  will  in  any 
respect,  nor  was  there  any  evidence  of  the  contents  given  by 
any  one.  As  to  any  direct  proof  therefore  of  the  alleged 
devise,  there  was  none. 

Then  can  it  be  said  that  there  was  such  evidence  given  as 
would  make  out  a title  by  estoppel.  The  deed  from  Ludo- 
wick Minaker  to  Perrin  was  relied  on  for  that  purpose, 
because  the  tenants  in  these  two  cases,  it  has  been  argued, 
claimed  through  Perrin.  But  the  doctrine  of  estoppel 
cannot  be  applied  to  such  a conveyance  as  that  which  was 
made  by  Ludowick  Minaker  to  Perrin,  for  that  deed  was 
taken  merely  by  way  of  confirmation  or  title.  It  not  only 
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contains  no  general  warranty  or  covenants  of  seisin,  but  it 
does  not  in  terms  profess  to  convey  the  property.  It  con- 
tains no  words  granting  the  estate,  but  only  conveys  all  the 
interest  and  title  of  Minaker  in  it.  Upon  plain  principles 
forming  part  of  the  doctrine  of  estoppel,  such  a conveyance 
does  not  estop  the  grantor,  or  those  claiming  under  him,  as 
has  been  frequently  deckled  in  England,  and  in  several 
cases  in  this  court,  for  the  very  deed  on  the  face  of  it  gives 
notice  that  the  grantor  does  not  assume  to  do  anything 
more  than  to  transfer  any  right  that  he  has,  without  hold- 
ing out  the  assurance  that  he  has  a good  estate. 

But  it  has  been  insisted  that  in  this  case  there  is  a differ- 
ence, because  of  the  words  in  Minaker’s  deed  to  Perrin, 
which  state  that  this  land  was  devised  by  will  to  Ludowick 
Minaker  by  Michael  Kesler.  We  do  not  think  we  can  give 
to  this  statement  the  effect  of  an  estoppel  which  can  supply 
proof  of  Minaker’s  seisin  as  against  these  defendants.  Es- 
toppels must  be  precise  in  their  nature.  Now  here  the  mere 
statement  by  Minaker  that  Kesler  had  devised  the  land  to 
him,  not  even  saying  for  what  interest,  whether  for  life  or  in 
fee,  could  hardly  amount  to  an  estoppel,  when  we  find  it  in  a 
deed  by  which  Minaker  does  not  assume  to  convey  the  fee  in 
the  land,  but  only  to  give  up  his  interest  or  claim  in  it ; and, 
besides,  we  see  by  the  evidence  that  the  defendants  hold  in 
fact  under  a claim  of  title  derived  from  Secord,  to  whom 
Kesler  had  conveyed  in  his  life  time,  which  title  is  altogether 
inconsistent  with  any  title  that  could  be  made  out  under  a 
devise  from  Kesler.  It  is  evident  from  the  testimony  of 
Perrin,  who  took  that  deed,  as  well  as  from  the  evidence  in 
the  cause,  and  from  the  nature  of  the  conveyance  itself,  that 
the  deed  from  Ludowick  Minaker  was  merely  taken  to  fortify 
the  title  against  any  claim  that  Minaker  might  have  been  dis- 
posed otherwise  to  set  up  under  a will  of  Kesler ; and  if  a 
quit-claim  or  release  of  that  kind  could  not  be  taken  without 
subjecting  the  released  to  a claim  of  dower,  merely  by  the  fact 
of  his  taking  such  release,  and  thereby  acknowledging,  as  it 
were,  that  the  releasor  was  seised  in  fee,  the  operation  of 
such  a deed  would  often  work  great  injustice.  The  case  in 
this  court  of  Dittrick  v.  O’Connor  (7  U.  C.  R.  448)  is  against 
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what  the  defendant  has  argued  for  in  that  respect,  and  I 
am  still  of  the  opinion  which  I expressed  in  that  case. 

In  Wannacott  v.  Fillater,  in  this  court  (11  U.  C.  R.  51,) 

I ventured  to  state  in  regard  to  the  issue  upon  a plea  deny- 
ing the  husband’s  sesin,  that  if  it  had  been  shown  (which 
in  that  case  it  was  not)  that  the  tenant  in  an  action  of  dower 
claimed  under  a title  derived  from  her  husband,  that  would 
remove  all  difficulty.  Admitting  that  to  be  correct,  which 
was  extra-judicially  advanced  in  the  case  then  before  the 
court,  it  would  not  warrant  our  extending  the  principle  to 
the  present  case,  where  it  cannot  be  truly  said  that  the 
tenants  are  holding  under  a title  derived  from  Minaker, 
merely  because  one  of  the  persons  in  the  chain  of  title 
springing  from  a conveyance  by  Kesler,  had  thought  it 
prudent  to  take  a quit-claim  from  Minaker,  who  it  seems 
had  made  some  pretence  of  claiming  under  a will  of  Kesler, 
which  he  could  neither  produce  nor  prove. 

The  case  of  Davenport  v.  Davenport  (7  C.  P.  401)  was 
cited  by  Mr.  Richards  in  the  argument  of  this  rule,  but  it 
rather  confirms  than  opposes  the  view  we  have  taken  of 
this  case,  for  the  learned  Chief  Justice  there  says,  “It  is 
as  tenant  of  the  freehold  that  the  defendant  defends  this 
action,  and  the  only  title  he  has  is  that  derived  from  the  de- 
mandant’s husband.”  We  cannot  say  that  here. 

In  our  opinion,  the  demandant  did  not  entitle  herself  to 
a verdict  upon  the  plea  denying  her  husband’s  seisin.  The 
parties  have  agreed  that  if  this  should  be  our  conclusion, 
the  verdict  of  the  tenant  should  be  set  aside,  and  a non- 
suit entere  instead,  which  we  think  should  be  done. 

Rule  absolute. 


Huntsman  v.  The  Great  Western  Railway  Company. 

Exressive  damages — New  trial. 

Verdict  for  £50  against  a railway  company  for  putting  the  plaintiff  off  a 
train,  though  the  inconvenience  occasioned  to  him  was  trifling,  and  the 
conductor  acted  bona  fide,  under  an  impression  that  the  plaintiff  had 
not  paid  his  fare,  and  without  harshness  or  violence.  New  trial  grant- 
ed for  excessive  damages. 

This  was  an  action  for  putting  the  plaintiff  off  the  defend- 
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ants’  passenger  train  running  from  Grimsby  to  St.  Catha- 
rines, after  the  plaintiff  had  paid  his  fare. 

Pleas: — 1.  Not  guilty,  by  statute.  2.  That  the  plaintiff 
was  not  carried  as  a passenger  for  reward,  to  be  paid  to  the 
defendants. 

At  the  trial,  at  Niagara,  before  Burns,  J.,  the  station- 
master  at  Grimsby  proved  that  on  the  7th  of  November* 
1859,  he  sold  a ticket  to  the  plaintiff  to  proceed  as  far  as 
St.  Catharines,  and  also  saw  the  plaintiff  go  on  board  of  the 
train.  He  knew  the  plaintiff  very  well,  and  the  ticket  he 
sold  to  him  was  the  only  ticket  sold  that  day.  Another 
person  proved  that  he  saw  the  plaintiff  buy  the  ticket,  and 
give  it  to  the  conductor  on  the  platform  before  going  on  the 
train.  Two  other  persons  stated  that  they  saw  the  plaintiff 
give  something  to  the  conductor,  which  they  took  to  be  a ticket. 
The  plaintiff  was  put  off  the  train  some  three  or  four  miles 
from  Grimsby,  because  he  could  not  shew  a ticket,  he 
insisting  that  he  had  given  his  ticket  to  the  conductor. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendants  the  conductor  was  examined, 
who  stated  chat  he  knew  the  plaintiff  very  well,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  had  not  given  him  any  ticket  that  day.  He 
admitted  that  he  did  receive  a ticket  on  that  occasion,  but 
said  that  it  was  from  another  person.  The  brakesman 
stated  that  he  saw  another  person  than  the  plaintiff  give 
the  conductor  a ticket.  The  impression  on  the  mind  of 
the  conductor  was  that  another  person  in  company  with 
the  plaintiff  had  gone  on  the  train,  and  that  their  plan  was 
if  possible  to  pass  themselves  off  on  the  one  ticket.  All 
the  witnesses  stated  they  thought  the  conductor  was  acting 
sincerely,  and  not  in  any  manner  harshly  with  the  plaintiff, 
and  that  the  plaintiff,  as  he  lived  at  St.  Catharines,  might 
without  any  trouble,  or  but  little  inconvenience  to  himself, 
have  paid  the  fare  when  demanded  by  the  conductor  in  the 
train,  and  then  have  sued  for  the  money  back.  The  plain- 
tiff had  only  to  wait  at  Grimsby  for  about  four  hours  until 
the  next  train  passed,  and  this  he  did,  and  returned  home 
by  the  evening  train. 

The  learned  judge  told  the  jury  that  the  weight  of  evi- 
dence shewed  that  the  conductor  was  mistaken  in  supposing 


46  queen’s  BENCH,  TBINITY  TERM,  24  VIC.,  1860. 

that  he  had  not  received  a ticket  from  the  plaintiff,  hut  as 
one  of  the  witnesses  for  the  plaintiff  expressed  himself,  he 
thought  the  plaintiff  to  blame  also,  when  it  appeared  that 
the  conductor  was  acting  upon  what  he  at  the  time  thought 
to  be  true.  He  told  the  jury  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  some  small  sum  as  compensation,  but  further  than  that 
they  ought  not  to  go  : that  the  plaintiff  had  no  parti- 
cular or  urgent  business  which  required  his  attendance  at 
St.  Catharines,  or  he  would  not  have  hesitated  to  pay  again 
when  it  was  demanded  of  him ; and  that  the  whole  matter 
appeared  very  like  a speculation,  when  it  was  found  that 
the  conductor  must  have  been  mistaken. 

The  jury  gave  a verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  £60. 

Irving  obtained  a rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the  verdict  on  the 
ground  of  excessive  damages. 

Freeman , Q.  C.,  shewed  cause,  citing  Smith  v.  Wood- 
fine,  1 C.  B.  N.  S.  660. 

C.  Robinson  supported  the  rule,  and  cited  Hamblin  v^ 
The  Great  Northern  B.  W.  Co.,  2 Jur.  N.  S.  1122. 

Bobinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

The  only  question  is  whether,  on  considering  the  cause  of 
action  and  the  evidence,  we  should  in  the  exercise  of  our  dis- 
cretion grant  a new  trial  for  excessive  damages,  the  verdict 
being  for  £50. 

The  plaintiff,  taking  all  he  attempted  to  prove  to  be  true, 
took  a passage  in  defendants’  railway  train  at  Grimsby  to 
go  to  St.  Catharines,  where  he  lived,  a distance  rather  less 
than  twenty  miles. 

He  had  bought  a ticket  and  paid  for  it,  and  gave  it  to  the 
conductor  on  the  platform  before  setting  out.  When  the 
conductor  came  to  the  passengers  to  see  their  tickets,  just 
after  the  train  left  Grimsby,  the  plaintiff  told  him  he  had 
already  given  up  his  ticket  to  him.  The  conductor  insisted 
that  he  had  not,  being,  as  he  stated,  under  the  impression 
that  it  was  another  person  who  had  done  so ; and  as  the 
plaintiff  declined  to  pay,  the  conductor  put  him  off  the  train 
three  miles  on  the  road  from  Grimsby,  and  the  plaintiff  was 
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detained  three  or  four  hours  until  the  defendant’s  evening 
train  came  along  and  took  him  up. 

The  evidence  shewed  that  the  conductor  was  probably 
mistaken,  but  that  he  acted  under  the  impression  that  the 
plaintiff  was  endeavoring  to  impose  upon  him.  For  all 
that  appeared,  a very  few  shillings  would  have  made  up  to 
the  plaintiff  all  the  damages  he  actually  sustained. 

The  conductor’s  conduct  was  not  violent  or  harsh,  and 
not  wilfully  wrong.  Under  such  circumstances,  the  ver- 
dict of  £50  was  improper,  because  it  was  outrageous. 

It  could  scarcely  be  more  unreasonable  to  give  ^650  dam- 
ages against  the  defendants,  because  one  of  their  servants 
had  by  mistake  given  a parcel  which  they  were  carrying, 
worth  20s.,  to  the  wrong  person. 

We  think  there  should  be  a new  trial  on  payment  of  costs,  (a) 

Eule  absolute. 


Davis  v.  The  Great  Western  Eailwat  Company. 

Expulsion  from  train — Evidence  of  the  contract  to  carry — Production  of 
ticket,  how  far  conclusive — Suspicious  circumstances 

In  an  action  against  a railway  company  for  putting  the  plaintiff  off  a 
train,  defendants  pleaded  that  they  had  not  received  the  plaintiff  to  be 
carried  for  reward,  as  alleged.  It  appeared  that  the  ticked  offered  by 
the  plaintiff  to  the  conductor  must  have  been  sold  about  sixteen  months 
before,  and  that  the  conductor  refused  to  take  it  on  that  aocount.  It 
was  proved  also,  that  on  a previous  occasion  the  same  plaintiff  had 
presented  an  old  ticket,  and  on  its  being  rejected  had  paid  his  fare. 
Held,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  county  court,  that  the  circumstances 
being  calculated  to  excite  suspicion,  the  mere  .production  of  the  ticket 
was  not  sufficient  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  succeed,  but  that  it  should 
have  been  left  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  plaintiff  had  procured  it 
fairly,  or  was  attempting  an  imposition. 

Appeal  from  the  county  court  of  the  county  of  Lincoln. 
The  declaration  alleged  that  the  defendants  received  the 
plaintiff  to  be  carried  as  a passenger  on  their  railway,  for 
reward,  from  St.  Catherines  to  the  Suspension  Bridge  ; yet 
that  they  did  not  carry,  but  wrongfully  expelled  him  from  the 
train,  and  refused  to  permit  him  to  proceed  on  his  journey. 

Defendants  pleaded — 1.  Not  guilty,  by  statutes  4 W.  IV., 
ch.  29,  sec.  26,  16  Vic.,  ch.  99,  sec.  10. 

(a)  Upon  a second  trial  the  jury  gave  a verdict  for  £45,  which  was  not 
moved  against. 
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2.  That  the  plaintiff  did  not  become  and  was  not  received 
by  the  defendants  as  a passenger  in  one  of  their  carriages, 
to  be  carried  and  conveyed  by  them  for  reward,  as  in  the 
declaration  alleged. 

At  the  trial  the  following  evidence  was  given : 

Peter  Nelson , sworn. — Is  in  the  employment  of  defend- 
ants. From  the  number  of  the  ticket  now  produced  it 
must  have  been  sold  on  the  28tli  of  December,  1858. 
Tickets  from  St.  Catharines  to  the  bridge  are  only  issued 
to  the  American  side.  The  charge  to  the  bridge  is  fifty 
cents,  back  thirty- eight  cents. 

Cross-examined. — The  figure  on  the  ticket  must  have  been 
altered  or  taken  off.  Some  of  the  tickets  have  the  mark 
“ good  for  this  day  only,”  others  have  no  such  mark.  A 
clip  on  the  ticket  shews  it  must  have  passed  through  the  con- 
ductor’s hand.  Witness  was  not  station-master  in  1858,  at 
St.  Catherines ; cannot  state  to  whom  the  ticket  was  sold. 

Joseph  A.  Woodruff , sworn. — Was  in  the  cars  going  from 
St.  Catherines  to  Clifton  on  the  4th  of  May.  Plaintiff  was 
on  board.  A ticket  must  be  brought  to  the  American  side. 
Plaintiff  was  sitting  on  the  seat  next  to  me.  Witness  put  his 
initials  on  the  ticket  produced.  Conductor  refused  to  take 
the  ticket,  alleging  that  it  was  too  old.  Witness  advised  the 
plaintiff  to  go  off  rather  than  be  turned  off.  He  was  put  off 
near  the  bridge,  on  the  St.  Catherines’  side  of  the  bridge,  as 
witness  thinks.  The  up  train  on  the  road  must  have  passed 
him  soon.  Witness  met  Friesman,  who  is  a painter  at  St. 
Catherines,  and  was  going  down  with  the  plaintiff.  Friesman 
is  amanof  good  standinginhisbusiness.  Plaintiff  is  in  charge 
of  a large  establishment  at  the  Falls.  The  conductor  seemed 
determined  to  put  off  the  plaintiff, alleging  it  was  his  orders. 

Cross-examined. — Witness  put  his  initials  on  the  ticket 
immediately  on  Davis’s  return  to  the  bridge.  He  saw  the 
ticket  a few  daws  before,  and  observed  the  date.  The  putting 
off  took  place  between  four  and  five  o’clock  in  the  afternoon. 
Witness  did  not  see  him  at  the  bridge  that  evening.  Plaintiff 
might  have  other  tickets.  The  ticket  now  produced  witness 
swears  is  the  same  one.  The  up  train  was  an  accommoda- 
tion one  from  the  bridge,  and  must  have  passed  him.  Wit- 
ness has  not  crossed  since  the  suit  was  brought.  The  limi- 
tation clause  on  tickets  is  put  on  since  the  occurrence. 

John  Canoline , sworn. — Says  the  plaintiff  told  him  the 
same  day  he  was  put  off  the  train,  and  witness  took  the 
plaintiff  up  to  Thorold  village  for  which  the  plaintiff  paid 
him  five  shillings,  Witness  lives  between  Thorold  station 
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and  the  village.  It  was  about  four  o’clock  in  the  afternoon. 
Trains  mixed  passed  sometimes  and  do  not  stop  at  times ; 
passenger  trains  are  attached  at  times. 

William  David  Fitch,  sworn.-— Recollects  Davis  coming 
to  his  place  with  Ganoline.  The  plaintiff  required  a team 
to  go  to  the  Falls  at  once,  and  paid  me  $4  to  send  him  there. 
His  driver  would  take  him  out  in  an  hour  or  less. 

Gavin  Nicholson,  sworn. — Was  in  the  train  a short  time 
before  with  plaintiff,  and  a difficulty  arose  about  a ticket. 
Plaintiff  presented  a ticket,  which  conductor  refused  as  it 
was  an  old  one.  The  conductor  came  twice.  Davis  then 
paid  his  fare,  and  conductor  demanded  the  ticket,  which 
he  destroyed.  The  plaintiff  is  in  a large  business  at  the 
.Falls  during  the  season. 

Robert  Nicholson  swears  to  the  same  fact  as  his  brother, 
Gavin  ; and  states  furthur  that  he  advised  the  plaintiff  to 
pay  his  fare,  and  that  on  being  urged  a second  time  he  paid 
it.  The  conductor  had  a man  with  him  and  threatened  to 
throw  him  off. 

Irving,  for  defendants,  moved  for  a nonsuit,  on  the  ground 
that  no  proof  was  offered  that  Davis  bought  the  ticket,  and 
therefore  there  was  no  cause  of  action  to  plaintiii'. 

This  objection  was  overruled,  and  the  learned  judge  charged 
the  jury,  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  a reason- 
able amount  of  damages,  which  should  be  awarded  as  if 
between  private  parties. 

The  jury  found  £50  damages,  and  5s.  for  two  tickets, 
which  was  reduced  at  the  request  of  plaintiff’s  counsel  to 
£A9  15s.  damages,  and  5s.  on  the  second  count,  which  was 
for  money  had  and  received. 

A rule  nisi  was  obtained  for  a new  trial  for  misdirection, 
which  after  argument  was  discharged,  and  the  defendants 
appealed. 


Irving,  for  the  appellants,  cited  Skinner  v.  London, 
Brighton,  &c.  R.  W.  Co.  5 Ex.  787. 

Cameron,  Q.  C.,  contra,  cited  Marshall  v.  York,  Newcastle 
&o.  R.  W.  Co.,  11  C.  B.  655  ; Collett  v.  London  and  North 
Western  R.  W.  Co.  16  Q.  B.  984. 

Robinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

It  ought,  we  think,  to  have  been  left  to  the  jury  in  thia 
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case  to  find  whether  the  plaintiff  had  or  had  not  in  fact  pro- 
cured a ticket  for  the  passage  which  he  took  on  this  occasion ; 
not  that  such  evidence  would  be  required  under  ordinary 
circumstances,  and  that  the  absence  of  it  should  as  a matter 
of  course  prevent  the  plaintiff’s  recovery,  but  there  were  in 
this  case  several  circumstances  that  were  well  calculated  to 
excite  suspicion.  The  old  date  of  the  ticket,  and  the  circum- 
stance of  the  same  plaintiff  having  on  other  occasions  endea- 
voured to  pass  off  old  tickets,  and  having  given  up  the  attempt 
and  paid  money  for  his  passage  when  he  found  them  ques- 
tioned ; these  tacts  made  it  proper  that  the  jury  should 
have  been  called  on  to  consider  whether  the  mere  possession 
of  this  old  ticket,  without  the  plaintiff  attempting  to  shew 
how  he  came  by  it,  or  by  the  others  which  he  had  attempt- 
ed to  pass,  did  or  did  not  satisfy  them  that  he  had  come  law- 
fully into  the  train,  having  paid  or  intending  to  pay  his 
fare,  or  whether  he  was  not  attempting  to  impose  upon  the 
conductor. 

We  cannot  but  remark  with  regret  upon  the  exorbitant 
amount  of  damages  given  in  such  a case  against  the  defen- 
dants, who  were  not  otherwise  concerned  in  this  matter  than 
through  the  act  of  their  conductor  ; and  when  the  conduct- 
or, for  all  that  is  shewn,  acted  in  no  violent  or  intemperate 
manner,  but  as  we  should  in  reason  suppose,  only  did  what 
he  though  his  duty  required  of  him.  It  cannot  surely  be 
supposed  that  these  officers  of  the  railway  feel  themselves 
at  liberty  to  submit  without  question  to  every  attempt  tha^ 
may  be  made  to  impose  upon  them.  They  must  in  justice 
to  their  employers,  act  upon  their  best  judgment ; and  it 
surely  was  a very  strong  circumstance,  that  this  same  plain- 
tiff had  on  similar  occasions,  when  he  had  advanced  old 
tickets,  paid  his  fare  in  money  to  avoid  being  put  out.  (a) 

The  jury  should  have  been  asked,  we  think,  to  consider 
whether  there  were  not  various  ways  by  which  people  might 
possess  themselves  of  railway  tickets,  which  had  either 
never  been  bought,  or  which  had  already  been  used,  and  so 
could  not  legally  be  used  again. 

Appeal  allowed. 

(a)  See  the  last  case. 
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Griffith  et  al.,  Executors  of  Thompson,  y.  Ward,  (a) 

Action  for  maliciously  suing  out  an  attachment — Plea , appeal  in  the  suit  still 

pending. 

Declaration , for  maliciously  causing  a steamer  of  the  plaintiffs  to  be  at- 
tached in  the  United  States  to  answer  a pretended  claim  of  the  defend- 
ant, alleging  that  the  suit  in  respect  of  said  claim  had  been  determined 
in  favour  of  the  plaintiff. 

Plea,  that  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  defendant  appealed  from 
the  decision  against  his  claim,  which  appeal  was  still  pending. 

Held , on  demurrer,  plea  good. 

Declaration,  in  the  name  of  Charles  Thompson,  the 
testator,  as  plaintiff,  that  the  defendant  having  no  reasonable 
or  probable  cause  for  believing  that  the  plaintiff  was  indebted 
to  him  in  the  sum  of  $12,000,  and  the  plaintiff  not  then 
being  indebted  to  the  defendant  in  the  said  sum  of  money,  or 
any  other  sum,  maliciously  caused  a certain  steamer  called 
the  “ Kaloolah,”  then  being  the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  to 
be  seized  and  attached  by  virtue  of  an  attachment,  malici- 
ously issued  from  the  district  court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  district  of  Michigan,  by  and  at  the  instance  of  the  de- 
fendant, to  answer  the  supposed  claim  or  demand  of  the 
defendant  against  the  plaintiff  for  the  sum  of  $12,000,  which 
said  sum  was  not  then,  nor  was  any  part  of  it  due  and  owing 
by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant : that  the  suit  or  libel  of  the 
defendant  against  the  plaintiff  in  the  said  court,  in  respect 
of  the  said  supposed  claim  or  demand  of  the  defendant 
against  the  plaintiff  had  been  diismissed  with  costs  by  the 
said  court,  and  the  said  suit  was  determined  in  favour  of  the 
plaintiff ; by  reason  of  which  wrongful  and  malicious  seizure 
the  plaintiff  was  obiged  to  expend,  and  did  expend  a large 
sum  of  money  in  and  about  procuring  the  release  of  the  said 
steamboat  called  the  “Kaloolah,”  and  for  along  space  of 
time  lost  and  was  deprived  of  the  use  thereof,  and  of  large 
gains  which  he  otherwise  would  have  derived  therefrom. 

Plea,  that  after  the  libel  of  the  defendant  against  the 
plaintiff  had  been  dismissed  in  the  said  district  court  of  the 
United  States  of  America  for  the  district  of  Michigan,  as  in 
the  declaration  alleged,  and  before  the  commencement  of 

(a)  This  case  was  decided  in  Trinity  Term,  1859,  but  acoidently  omitted 
in  the  reports  of  that  term. 
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this  action,  to  wit,  on  the  9th  of  March,  1857,  the  defendant 
prosecuted  an  appeal  against  the  decision  of  the  said  district 
court  to  the  circuit  court  of  the  said  state  of  Michigan,  as  by 
the  law  he  was  permitted  to  do,  and  at  the  time  of  the  com- 
mencement of  this  action  the  said  appeal  * as  still  pending, 
and  undecided  in  the  said  circuit  court ; and  that  at  the 
time  of  the  commencement  of  the  action  the  said  suit  of  the 
defendant  against  the  plaintiff  was  not,  nor  is  it  now  finally 
determined  against  the  said  defendant. 

Demurrer , that  the  fact  of  the  appeal  in  the  said  plea  set 
forth  having  been  prosecuted  as  therein  alleged,  does  not 
affect  the  plaintiff’s  right  of  action  in  this  cause. 

Eccles , Q.  C.,  and  Hector  Cameron , for  the  demurrer,  cited 
Sherwood  v.  O’Reilly,  8 U.  C.  R.  4. 

Anderson,  contra,  cited  Yeaton  v.  the  United  States,  5 
Cranch  281 ; United  States  v.  Preston,  8 Peters  66 ; Burt 
v.  Place,  4 Wend.  591. 

Robinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

We  have  found  no  case  decided,  nor  any  discussion  upon 
the  question,  whether,  when  a person  indicted  for  an  offence, 
or  arrested  in  a civil  suit,  has  been  acquitted  upon  his  trial, 
he  can  sustain  an  action  for  the  malicious  prosecution,  or 
malicious  arrest,  relying  upon  such  acquittal  as  “ a legal  de- 
termination” of  the  proceeding  against  him,  although  an 
appeal  from  the  judgment  in  his  favour  is  at  the  time  pend- 
ing undetermined  in  a higher  tribunal. 

Upon  principle  our  opinion  is  that  till  the  appeal  has 
been  determined  the  party  is  not  in  a situation  to  bring  his 
action  for  a malicious  prosecution  or  arrest,  or,  as  happens 
to  be  the  case  here,  for  maliciously  suing  out  an  attachment 
against  his  property ; for  in  such  a case  the  original  cause 
cannot  be  said  to  be  at  an  end,  and  that  repugnancy  and 
inconvenience  may  occur  which  has  led  to  the  establishment 
of  the  rule  that  the  original  cause  must  be  shewn  to  have 
been  disposed  of. 

It  would  be  manifestly  absurd  and  inconsistent  if  the  plain- 
tiff should  be  allowed  to  proceed  in  this  action  and  recover, 
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on  the  ground  that  the  steamboat  in  question  had  been  mali- 
ciously seized  and  detained,  without  any  reasonable  or  pro- 
bable cause,  and  it  should  be  afterwards  determined  upon 
the  appeal,  which  was  pending  before  and  at  the  time  this 
action  was  brought,  (for  that  is  what  the  plea  states,)  that 
the  defendant  had  a good  cause  for  seizing  and  detaining 
the  vessel. 

It  certainty  seems  to  be  entirety  inconsistent  with  the  lan- 
guage of  the  court  in  Fisher  v.  Bristow,  (Doug.  215,)  that 
this  action  should  be  suffered  to  be  brought,  and  proceeded 
in  while  the  appeal  is  pending.  We  refer  also  to  Bac.  Abr. 
“ Action  on  the  case”  H.,  note;  Bobins  v.  Robins,  (1  Salk.  15,) 
Chitty  on  Pleading,  Yol.  II.,  p 436,  note  y. ; Mellor  v.  Bad- 
deley,  (2  C-r.  & M.  678,)  Skinner  v.  Gunton,  (1  Saund,  229, 
a,)  Yeaton  v.  The  United  States,  (5  Cranch  281,)  Burton  v. 
Place,  (4.  Wend.  591.) 

Upon  the  propriety  of  allowing  an  action  of  this  kind, 
founded  on  malice,  to  proceed  in  the  name  of  the  executors 
of  the  plaintiff,  I have  still  some  doubt,  but  that  is  not  now 
in  question. 

Judgment  for  defendant  on  demurrer. 


Griffith  et  al.,  Executors  of  Thompson  v.  Ward. 

Pleading — Demurrer  to  plea — Judgment  on  demurrer — Ampliation  to  withdraw 
demurrer  and  reply. 

An  action  for  maliciously  causing  a steamboat  of  one  T.  to  be  attached, 
was  brought  to  trial,  and  resulted  in  a verdict  for  the  plaintiffs,  which 
was  set  aside  and  a new  trial  granted.  Before  the  second  trial  defend- 
ant obtained  leave  to  plead  that  his  suit  had  been  appealed,  and  was 
therefore  undetermined  when  this  action  commenced,  and  this  plea 
upon  demurrer  was  held  good.  A year  afterwards,  the  new  trial  not 
having  taken  place,  the  plaintiffs  applied  to  rescind  the  order  allowing 
the  plea,  or  to  withdraw  the  demurrer  and  reply  matter  which  had 
arisen  since  the  plea,  on  affidavit  shewing  that  the  defendant’s  appeal 
had  since  been  dismissed,  and  that  he  resided  out  of  the  jurisdiction, 
so  that  if  compelled  to  bring  a new  action  the  plaintiffs  might  lose  the 
costs  incurred.  Judgment  had  not  been  entered  on  the  demurrer. 

The  court  allowed  the  plaintiffs  to  withdraw  the  demurrer  and  reply,  on 
payment  of  costs,  without  sanctioning  any  particular  replication. 

Eccles,  Q.  C.,  obtained  a rule  on  the  defendant  to  shew 
cause  why  the  order  made  in  this  cause  for  leave  to  add  a 
plea  should  not  be  rescinded,  and  the  plea  added  in  pursuance 
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thereof  struck  out  of  the  record,  on  grounds  disclosed  in 
affidavits ; or  why  the  plaintiffs  should  not  have  leave  to 
withdraw  their  demurrer  to  the  said  added  plea,  and  to 
reply  thereto  matter  which  had  arisen  since  the  pleading 
of  the  said  added  plea,  or  otherwise,  as  they  might  be 
advised. 

The  action  was  brought  by  Thompson  against  the  de- 
fendant, Ward,  for  maliciously  causing  a steamboat  of 
Thompson’s  to  he  attached  in  the  State  of  Michigan,  with- 
out any  probable  cause  for  so  doing.  The  defendant  plead- 
ed not  guilty. 

Thompson  having  died  after  the  commencement  of  the 
suit,  it  was  revived  in  the  name  of  his  executors,  and  taken 
to  trial ; and  a verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiffs  for  $9000, 
but  a new  trial  was  granted  on  payment  of  costs. 

After  the  new  trial  was  granted,  and  before  it  took  place,, 
namely,  on  the  21st  of  March,  1859,  leave  was  given  to  the 
defendant  to  add  a plea,  which  was  demurred  to,  and  judg- 
ment given  in  favour  of  the  plaintiffs. — See  ante,  page  81. 

It  was  now'  shewn,  in  support  of  the  present  application, 
that  the  appeal  was  afterwards  dismissed  with  costs  : that 
this  defendant,  Ward,  then  appealed  to  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States  from  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court 
of  the  District  of  Michigan,  and  that  such  appeal  to  the 
Supreme  Court  had  also  been  dismissed  with  costs,  so  that 
the  suit  commenced  by  Ward  against  the  late  Charles 
Thompson,  and  in  which  the  attachment  issued,  had  now 
been  finally  determined  in  the  court  of  last  resort. 

The  plaintiffs  shewed  by  affidavit  that  Ward  resided  in 
the  United  States,  and  that  if  they  were  obliged  to  bring 
a new  suit  against  him,  it  might  be  impossible  to  serve 
him  with  process,  so  as  to  bring  him  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  this  court,  and  that  a large  amount  of  costs  incurred 
by  the  plaintiffs  in  bringing  this  suit  to  trial,  when  the 
verdict  was  obtained,  would  be  lost. 

No  proceedings  had  taken  place  in  this  suit  since  the 
judgment  on  the  demurrer,  and  the  suit  had  not  been  entered 
for  trial  since  the  new  trial  was  ordered. 

Anderson  shewed  cause. 
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' Bobinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

The  present  application  is  in  effect  to  allow  the  plain- 
tiffs to  withdraw  a demurrer,  on  which  judgment  has  been 
pronounced  by  the  court,  but  not  entered  of  record,  and 
allow  the  plaintiff  to  reply  to  the  added  plea,  setting  forth 
the  final  determination  of  the  attachment  suit  in  the  United 
States  against  this  defendant,  Ward,  which  took  place  in 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  December  Term, 
1859,  since  the  judgment  on  demurrer  in  this  action  was 
pronounced. 

We  should  be  willing  to  do  anything  in  our  power  to 
place  the  plaintiffs  in  a just  position,  and  have  no  objection 
to  allow  them  to  withdraw  their  demurrer,  and  reply  to 
the  plea,  which  we  have  adjudged  to  be  good,  of  course  on 
condition  of  paying  costs;  but  we  do  nothing  more  than 
allow  them  to  reply,  without  sanctioning  their  replying  the 
matter  which  arose  after  he  had  brought  his  action,  or  any 
other  matter  that  may  be  demurrable.  They  must  take 
their  chance  of  the  replication  being  demurred  to.  That 
we  cannot  save  them  from. 

We  think  we  cannot  properly  make  an  order  for  rescind- 
ing the  order  under  which  the  plea  was  pleaded,  after  that 
plea  has  been  adjudged  good  upon  demurrer,  as  it  un- 
doubtedly was. 

It  is  often  made  a defence  by  plea  that  a credit  was  given 
which  had  not  expired  when  the  action  was  brought,  and  if 
such  a plea  should  be  pleaded  we  could  not  order  it  to  be 
taken  off  the  file,  in  order  to  allow  the  plaintiff  to  go  on 
with  his  action  after  the  credit  had  expired.  This  is  a 
case  the  same  in  principle.  A plaintiff  has  no  right  to  sue 
till  his  cause  of  action  is  complete,  and  it  will  be  urged 
that  the  question  is  always  whether  his  action  could  lie 
when  he  brought  it 
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Money  had  and  received — Partnership — Dissolution  before  receipt — Count  for 
negligence  added  at  trial — Right  to  make  such  amendment — Nolle  prosequi , 
effect  of. 

Defendants,  H.  and  G.,  who  had  been  in  partnership  as  brokers,  were 
sued  for  money  had  and  received,  the  cause  of  action  being  for  the  pro- 
ceeds of  two  notes  made  by  the  plaintiff,  payable  to  them,  to  be  dis- 
counted, which  it  was  alleged  that  they  had  received  and  not  paid 
over.  G.  allowed  judgment  to  go  by  default.  It  appeared  that  the 
plaintiff  had  handed  the  notes  to  G.,  acting  for  the  firm,  to  get  them 
discounted  for  him : that  they  were  endorsed  in  the  name  of  the  firm 
while  it  continued ; and  that  after  the  partnership  had  been  duly  dis- 
solved G.  sold  them,  and  received  the  proceeds,  which  he  applied  to 
pay  a debt  of  his  own,  contracted  by  him  in  the  name  of  the  firm,  H. 
not  being  aware  of  the  sale.  It  was  objected  that  the  plaintiff  could 
not  recover  against  both  defendants  on  this  evidence,  and  the  plaintiff 
was  then  allowed  at  the  trial  to  add  a count  charging  that  defendants 
as  brokers  received  the  notes  to  negotiate  for  the  plaintiff  and  pay  him 
the  proceeds,  but  that  by  their  neglect  of  duty  said  notes,  before  they 
became  due,  were  endorsed  by  defendants,  and  came  so  endorsed  into 
the  hands  of  one  G.,  who  sold  the  same  to  one  A.,  and  applied  the 
money  to  his  own  use  ; and  that  the  plaintiff  was  afterwards  compelled 
to  pay  the  notes  to  A.  The  plaintiff  entered  a nolle  prosequ  i as  to  Grier, 
and  defendant  refused  to  plead  to  this  count,  objecting  to  its  being  al- 
lowed. The  jury  having  found  a general  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  : 

Held , that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover  against  both  defendants  on 
either  count,  for  as  to  the  first  count  the  money  was  not  received  by 
the  firm,  but  by  G.  alone,  after  dissolution,  and  without  the  knowledge 
of  H.;  and  as  to  the  second,  it  was  no  breach  of  duty  in  G.  to  discount 
the  notes,  that  being  the  purpose  for  which  he  received  them,  and  for 
the  wrong  committed  by  him  in  not  paying  over  the  money  received, 
after  the  partnership  had  ceased,  H.  was  not  liable. 

Held , also,  that  the  plaintiff  having  entered  a nolle  prosequi  on  both  counts 
as  against  G.,  the  verdict  being  general,  could  not  have  been  maintain- 
ed as  against  H.,  though  the  second  count  was  in  tort. 

Held,  also,  that  the  amendment  was  improperly  allowed,  not  being 
necessary  to  determine  the  real  question  in  controversy  in  the  existing 
suit,  but  the  substitution  of  a new  cause  of  action. 

Action  on  common  counts,  for  money  lent,  money  paid 
by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendants’  use,  money  had  and  re- 
ceived by  defendant  to  plaintiff’s  use,  money  due  on  an 
account  stated,  and  money  due  for  interest. 

The  plaintiff,  in  his  declaration  against  the  defendant 
Heward,  suggested  that  the  writ  of  summons  was  specially 
endorsed  under  the  provisions  of  the  Common  Law  Proce- 
dure Act  of  1856,  as  follows — “August  4th,  1856. — The  fol- 
lowing are  the  particulars  of  the  plaintiff’s  claim.  To  the 
amount  of  two  notes  made  by  the  plaintiff,  payable  to  the 
order  of  the  defendants,  at  three  months  from  this  date,  and 
by  plaintiff  delivered  to  the  defendants  on  or  about  this  date. 
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and  by  defendants  on  or  soon  after  this  date  discounted,  and 
the  proceeds  thereof  taken  and  received  by  them  for  the 
plaintiff,  who  afterwards  paid  the  said  notes  to  the  holder 
therof ; but  the  defendants,  although  they  had  received  such 
proceeds  for  the  use  of  the  plaintiff,  have  never  paid  the 
same  to  him  or  accounted  to  him  therefor  ; and  to  recover 
the  same  the  plaintiff  now  brings  this  suit.  The  amounts 
of  said  two  notes  were  £100  and  £150,  and  the  proceeds 
thereof  received  by  the  defendants  as  aforesaid  amounted 
to  £250,  which  is  the  amount  of  the  plaintiff’s  claim  in  this 
suit  exclusive  of  interest  and  damages.  The  plaintiff  claims 
interest  from  the  4th  day  of  August,  1856,  until  judgment. 
(The  notice  endorsed  for  defendants  to  appear  to  the  writ 
was  also  set  forth,)  and  the  record  then  proceeded,  “ to 
which  said  writ  the  said  Stephen  Heward  has  appeared,  but 
the  said  Eobert  John  Grier,  has  not  appeared  thereto,  and 
interlocutory  judgment  hath  therefor  been  signed  against 
the  said  Eobert  John  Grier,  in  this  action,  for  default  of 
appearance  to  the  said  writ,  but  no  execution  was  issued 
thereon  ; and  the  plaintiff  now  declares  herein  against  the 
said  Stephen  Heward  as  above  contained ; and  the  plain, 
tiff  claims  £1000. 

On  the  2nd  of  March,  1860,  the  defendant  Stephen 
Heward  pleaded  that  he  never  was  indebted  as  in  the  said 
declaration  alleged,  and  on  the  28rd  of  March  the  plain- 
tiff took  issue  on  this  plea. 

At  the  trial,  before  Hag  arty,  J.,  at  Toronto,  the  defendant 
Grier  was  called  as  a witness  for  the  plaintiff,  and  he  proved 
that  he  and  the  defendant  Heward,  in  August,  1856,  were  in 
partnership  as  brokers  in  the  city  of  Toronto  : that  while 
they  were  partners  the  plaintiff  deposited  with  him,  acting 
for  the  firm,  the  two  notes  which  were  produced,  dated  the 
4th  of  August,  1856,  payable  at  three  months,  one  for  £100 
and  the  other  for  £150,  and  a mortgage  for  £2,200  : that  the 
plaintiff  wished  to  have  the  mortgage  sold  to  raise  money, 
but  to  meet  a present  demand  wished  the  amount  of  the  notes 
to  be  raised:  that  towards  the  end  of  September,  or  beginning 
of  October,  an  amount  of  £250  was  raised  by  sale  of  the 
notes,  endorsed  by  the  firm  of  Heward  and  Grier  : that  the 
proceeds,  according  to  the  plaintiff’s  instructions,  were  to  be 
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forwarded  to  him,  but  that  these  instructions  were  not  com- 
plied with,  and  that  the  proceeds  were  applied  to  pay  a 
debt  contracted  in  the  name  of  the  firm. 

On  cross-examination  this  witness  admitted  that  the  plain- 
tiff did  his  business  with  him  : that  the  notes  were  endorsed 
with  the  name  of  the  firm  while  the  partnership  existed,  for 
the  purpose  or  offering  the  notes  for  discount,  but  that  they 
were  not  discounted  till  after  the  partnership  was  dissolved ; 
that  it  was  near  the  maturity  of  the  notes  when  cash  was 
received  for  them,  and  then  the  partnership  was  at  an  end  : 
that  the  amount  received  was  applied  to  pay  his  own  debt, 
though  contracted  in  the  name  of  the  firm  of  Heward  and 
Grier  : that  a notice  of  dissolution  of  partnership  was  signed 
on  the  15th  of  September,  1856,  and  published  a few  days 
after,  at  the  same  time  notifying  that  the  business  would 
thereafter  be  carried  on  by  Mr.  Heward ; and  that  .such 
notice  was  published  before  the  money  was  raised  on  the 
notes.  He  further  stated  that  the  defendant  Heward  had 
no  knowledge  of  his  disposing  of  the  notes,  but  he  thought 
he  knew  that  they  had  them  and  the  mortgage : that  the 
notes  and  papers  remained  for  some  days  in  the  same  bank 
as  previously,  after  the  dissolution  : that  each  had  a key  of 
the  safe  ; and  that  they  remained  occupying  the  same  office 
for  some  days,  he  thought  till  after  the  money  was  raised  on 
the  notes. 

A Mr.  Anderson,  with  whom  the  notes  were  negotiated, 
was  called  by  the  plaintiff,  and  proved  that  he  took  them 
from  Grier  on  the  2nd  of  October,  1856,  and  paid  him 
£250  for  them ; and  that  he  had  since  been  paid  the  amount 
in  April  following  through  his  solicitor.  He  stated  that  he 
met  Grier  in  the  street  : that  the  notes  were  then  offered  to 
him  but  he  refused  to  purchase  : that  Grier  pressed  him  to 
do  so,  alleging  that  he  wanted  the  money  by  twelve  o’clock 
that  day:  tha  the  went  to  his,  Anderson’s  house,  and  deposited 
fhe  plaintiff’s  mortgage  as  a security,  and  then  that  the 
money  was  paid  to  him  : that  about  an  hour  after,  he> 
Anderson,  met  Heward  in  the  street,  and  told  him  he  had 
purchased  two  notes  of  his  firm  : that  Heward  asked  from 
whom,  and  he  told  him  from  Grier  : that  Heward  said  he 
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was  not  aware  that  Grier  had  any  notes  that  khe  could 
sell,  and  he  repudiated  the  whole  transaction. 

The  plaintiff  having  closed  his  case,  M.  C.  Cameron,  for 
the  defendant,  objected  that  the  action  was  for  money  had 
and  received  by  the  firm,  and  that  the  evidence  shewed  that 
the  firm  was  dissolved  before  the  money  was  received  ; and 
that  the  evidence  of  payment  of  the  notes  by  the  plaintiff 
was  not  sufficient. 

A.  McDonald,  for  the  plaintiff,  then  applied  to  add  a 
count  to  the  declaration,  charging  the  loss  as  arising  from 
neglect  of  the  defendants  as  brokers,  and  to  enter  a nolle 
prosequi  as  to  Grier. 

The  learned  judge  allowed  this  amendment,  the  defendants’ 
counsel  protesting  against  it,  but  not  urging  that  it  preju- 
diced him  substantially  on  the  merits  in  defending.  The 
learned  judge  offered  to  adjourn  the  case  for  several  days, 
or  to  allow  the  defendant  to  plead  and  demur  to  the  count  if 
required,  but  the  defendants’  counsel  refused  to  plead,  or 
to  urge  any  further  defence  at  that  time  in  the  action. 

The  plaintiff’s  attorney  then  added  a count  to  his  de- 
claration as  follows : 

And  also,  for  that  the  defendants  were  before  the  com- 
mencement of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  fourth  day  of  August, 
1856,  brokers,  and  carrying  on  business  as  such  in  the  city 
of  Toronto,  and  while  they  were  such  brokers  the  plaintiff, 
on  or  about  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  delivered  to  the 
defendants  two  promissory  notes  made  by  the  plaintiff,  and 
respectively  dated  the  4th  day  of  August,  1856,  and  respec- 
tively payable  to  the  order  of  the  defendants  at  the  Bank  of 
Upper  Canada,  at  three  months  after  the  date  thereof,  one 
of  which  notes  was  for  the  sum  and  of  the  value  of  £100, 
and  the  other  thereof  for  the  sum  and  of  the  value  of  £150, 
which  said  two  notes  the  plaintiff  delivered  to  the  defendants 
as  aforesaid,  as  his  brokers,  for  the  special  purpose  of  the 
defendants  negotiating  or  discounting  the  same,  and  raising 
money  thereon  for  the  plaintiff,  and  paying  such  money  when 
obtained  by  them  to  the  plaintiff,  or  in  the  event  of  not  ne- 
gotiating or  discounting  the  same,  then  returning  the  said 
notes  to  the  plaintiff ; and  the  defendants  then,  as  such 
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brokers  of  the  plaintiff  as  afforded,  accepted  and  received 
the  said  two  notes  for  the  said  special  purpose,  and  in  con- 
sideration of  and  for  reasonable  reward  to  the  defendants  in 
that  behalf  then  promised,  agreed,  and  undertook  to  use, 
and  it  thereupon  became  the  duty  of  the  defendants  to  use, 
due  and  proper  care  and  diligence  in  negotiating  or  dis- 
counting the  said  notes  for  the  plaintiff,  and  duly  to  pay  or 
account  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  money  to  be  obtained  by  the 
defendants  on  and  for  the  said  notes,  and  in  the  event  of  not 
negotiating  or  discounting  the  said  notes,  then  to  return  the 
same  to  the  plaintiff.  Yet  the  defendants,  wholly  disre- 
garding their  said  promise,  and  their  duty  aforesaid,  as 
brokers  of  the  plaintiff  as  aforesaid,  did  not  use  due  and 
proper  care  and  diligence  in  negotiating  or  discounting  the 
said  notes,  but,  on  the  contrary  thereof,  so  negligently  and 
carelessly  acted  in  that  behalf,  that  by  and  through  the  negli- 
gence and  carelessness  of  the  defendants  in  that  behalf,  the 
said  two  notes,  before  the  same  became  due,  were  endorsed 
by  the  said  defendants,  and  having  been  so  endorsed,  came 
by  and  through  the  negligence  and  carelessness  of  the  de- 
fendants, and  without  any  notice  to  the  plaintiff,  into  the 
hands  of  a certain  person,  to  wit  into  the  hands  of  one 
Bobert  John  Grier,  without  any  value  being  received  there- 
for by  the  said  defendants,  and  afterwards  the  said  Bobert 
John  Grier  endorsed  and  negotiated,  and  discounted  thesaid 
two  notes,  before  the  same  became  due,  and  then  delivered 
the  same  so  endorsed  as  aforesaid  to  one  William  James 
Anderson,  who  then,  without  any  notice  of  the  premises,  paid 
to  the  said  Bobert  John  Grier  thereon  and  therefor  the  sum 
of  £250,  which  money  the  said  Bobert  John  Grier  then  re- 
tained and  applied  to  his  own  use,  whereby  the  plaintiff 
thereupon  became  liable  to  pay  the  said  notes  to  the  said 
William  James  Anderson,  according  to  the  tenor  and  effect 
thereof.  And  the  plaintiff  further  avers,  that  the  said 
William  James  Anderson  continued  to  hold  the  said  notes 
until  the  same  became  due,  and  when  the  same  became  due 
the  said  William  James  Anderson  compelled  the  plaintiff  to 
pay  to  him,  and  the  plaintiff  did  then  pay  to  mim,  the  said 
William  James  Anderson,  the  sum  of  £250,  in  full  satisfac- 
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tion  and  discharge  of  the  said  two  notes,  which  money  has 
never  been  paid  or  made  good  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  defend- 
ants in  any  way,  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff  of  £500. 

That  count  so  added  as  an  amendment  was  annexed  to  the 
record,  and  on  the  margin  was  an  entry  signed  by  the judge? 

“ The  count  annexed  put  in  at  the  trial,  upon  the  order  of 
the  judge  to  make  the  amendment,  and  the  plaintiff  pleads 
nolle  prosequi  as  to  the  defendant  Grier.” 

The  jury  rendered  a verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  and  £302 
10s.  damages,  being  for  the  amount  of  plaintiff’s  claim,. 
£250,  and  for  interest,  £52  10s. 

M.  C.  Cameron  obtained  a rule  calling  upon  the  plaintiff 
to  shew  cause  why  the  verdict  should  not  be  set  aside  and  a 
nonsuit  entered,  the  record  and  evidence  disclosing  a cause 
of  action  against  the  defendants  jointly,  and  not  severally,, 
and  the  plaintiff,  having  brought  the  action  against  both  the 
defendants,  by  entering  a nolle  prosequi  as  to  one  defendant 
discharged  the  other ; or  why  the  said  verdict  should  not  be 
set  aside  and  a new  trial  had  between  the  parties,  the  verdict 
being  contrary  to  law  and  evidence,  and  for  misdirection 
of  the  learned  judge  who  tried  the  cause,  in  this — that  he 
charged  the  jury,  that  notwithstanding  the  money  was  re- 
ceived by  the  defendant  Grier  after  the  dissolution  of  part- 
nership between  him  and  the  defendant  Heward,  the  latter 
was  liable ; and  also  in  directing  the  jury  that  the  notes  men- 
tioned in  the  declaration  having  beenreceived  by  the  partners 
during  the  existence  of  the  partnership,  an  improper  use  of 
them  by  one  of  the  partners  after  the  dissolution  could  make 
the  other  liable,  as  if  the  wrong  had  been  done  before  the 
dissolution;  and  also  because  there  was  no  proper  issue  on 
the  record  in  this  cause,  there  being  no  plea  applicable  to 
the  amended  or  added  count  of  the  declaration ; and  also 
because  the  judge  at  nisi  prius  had  no  power  to  authorize 
the  adding  of  a new  cause  of  action ; or  why  the  judgment 
in  this  cause  should  not  be  arrested,  on  the  ground  that  the 
entrjr  of  the  nolle  prosequi  against  the  defendant  Grier 
discharged  the  defendant  Heward.  He  cited  Boyle  vo 
Webster,  21  L.  J.  Q.  B.  202;  Commercial  Bank  v.  Bey- 
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nolds,  et  al.,  3 U.  C.  R 360;  Haris  et  al.  v.  Dunn,  18 
U.  C.  R.  382. 

A.  MacDonald , shewed  qause,  and  cited  Samuel  v.  Judin, 
6 East  333 ; Salmon  v.  Smith,  1 Saund.  206 ; Bowden  v. 
Horne,  7 Bing.  716;  Tennyson  v.  O’Brien,  5 E.  & B.  497 ; 
May  v.  Footner,  lb.  505;  Wilkin  v.  Reed,  15  C.  B.  205; 
Emery  v.  Webster,  9 Ex.  242;  Webster  v.  Emery,  10  Ex. 
901;  Brennan  v.  Howard,  25  L.  J.  Ex.  289. 

McLean,  J. — The  plaintiff’s  original  cause  of  action 
against  the  defendants,  was  for  the  proceeds  of  two  promis- 
sory notes  placed  in  their  hands  as  brokers  for  the  purpose 
of  raising  money  by  discounting  them,  for  the  use  of  the 
plaintiff.  The  special  endorsement  claims  a spceific  amount 
as  due  by  the  defendants  jointly  for  money  received  by  them 
on  the  discount  of  these  notes,  and  not  paid  over  to  the 
plaintiff.  The  evidence,  however,  shewed  that  no  money  was 
received  upon  the  notes  till  after  the  dissolution  of  partner- 
ship between  the  defendants,  and  then  only  by  one  of  the 
defendants,  without  the  authority  or  knowledge  of  the  other. 
Grier,  the  one  who  received  the  money,  was  used  as  a 
witness  in  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  and  was  obliged  to  acknow- 
ledge, on  cross-examination,  that  he  had  taken  the  notes 
out  of  the  vault  after  the  dissolution  of  partnership,  and 
had  got  them  discounted,  and  applied  the  proceeds  to  the 
payment  of  a debt  of  his  own,  which  he  had  contracted  in 
the  name  of  the  partnership. 

It  was  evident  the  plaintiff  on  such  testimony  could  not 
recover  as  for  money  had  and  received  to  the  plaintiff’s  use 
against  the  defendants  jointly;  and  then,  by  leave  of  the 
learned  judge  who  tried  the  cause,  the  plaintiff  was  allowed 
to  amend  his  declaration,  by  adding  a count  charging  the 
defendants  jointly  with  negligence  as  brokers,  in  allowing  the 
notes  placed  in  their  hands  by  the  plaintiff  for  the  purpose 
of  being  negotiated,  to  come  into  the  hands  of  one  Robert 
John  Grier , without  any  value  being  received  for  them, 
though  endorsed  in  the  name  of  the  defendants ; and 
alleging  that  Robert  John  Grier  afterwards  endorsed , and 
negotiated  and  discounted  said  notes,  and  received  therefor 
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the  sum  of  £250,  and  retained  the  same,  and  applied  it  to 
his  own  use. 

Now  by  the  evidence  it  appears  that  the  notes  were  origi- 
nally placed  by  the  plaintiff  in  the  hands  of  Grier,  while  in 
partnership  with  the  other  defendant,  Heward,  for  the 
express  purpose  of  having  them  discounted  by  any  one  who 
would  advance  money  on  them.  There  could  be  no  negli- 
gence or  misconduct,  therefore,  on  the  part  of  Heward,  in 
allowing  these  notes  to  remain  in  Grier’s  hands  for  the  pur- 
pose for  which  they  were  received  by  him,  during  the  con- 
tinuance of  the  partnership,  and  no  negligence  of  the 
defendants  jointly  for  which  any  action  can  be  maintained. 
The  notes  were  taken  after  the  close  of  the  partnership, and 
negotiated  by  Grier,  without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of 
his  former  partner,  Heward,  and  that  is  charged  against  both 
the  defendants  as  negligence  in  their  character  as  brokers* 
and  a breach  of  duty  on  their  part.  There  could  be  no  duty 
resting  on  the  defendants  jointly  after  their  dissolution  of 
co-partnership,  in  reference  to  any  thing  thereafter  to  be 
done  in  matters  connected  with  their  former  business,  and 
no  responsibility  could  devolve  upon  Heward  for  any  im- 
proper act  of  Grier  in  negotiating  the  notes  after  that 
period.  He  might  be  responsible  for  their  safe  keeping,  if 
they  remained  in  his  hands  after  the  dissolution  of  partner- 
ship, as  he  was  thereafter  to  carry  on  the  business  of  the 
firm,  as  appears  by  the  notice  given  on  the  partnership  being 
dissolved. 

The  original  count  on  which  the  plaintiff  proceeded  to  re- 
cover the  proceeds  of  the  notes  from  the  defendants  jointly, 
still  forms  part  of  the  record,  and  the  discharge  of  one  of 
the  defendants  from  the  cause  of  action  therein  set  forth 
must  operate  as  a discharge  of  his  co-partner  also.  The 
nolle  prosequi  entered  as  to  Grier  must  be  a discharge  from 
the  whole  cause  of  action  in  that  count  against  the  defen- 
dants as  joint  contractors  ; and  if  the  count  which  has  been 
added  at  the  trial  can  be  regarded  as  founded  on  promises, 
it  must  amount  to  a discharge  on  that  count  also.  But  if  it 
must  be  taken  as  a count  for  a tort,  then  a nolle  prosequi 
might  be  entered  as  to  one  of  the  defendants,  without  dis- 
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charging  the  other.  There  is  no  plea  on  the  record  appli- 
cable to  that  count,  and  there  is  no  distinct  evidence  that 
the  defendant  Heward  ever  saw  the  notes,  or  had  them  in 
his  individual  custody.  There  is  only  the  statement  of 
Grier,  whose  conduct  appears  to  have  been  most  fraudulent, 
that  he  thought  Heward  knew  that  they  had  the  notes  for 
the  purpose  of  being  discounted. 

As  to  the  added  count,  I think  it  must  betaken  as  com- 
plaining of  a wrong  done  by  the  defendants  jointly,  from 
which  wrong  the  plaintiff  might  release  one  of  them  by  the 
entry  of  a nolle  prosequi , without  discharging  the  other. 

As  to  the  amendment  by  adding  a distinct  cause  of  action, 
the  291st  section  of  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act  of 
1856,  gives  any  judge  sitting  at  nisi  prius  power  to  amend 
all  defects  and  errors  in  any  proceeding  in  civil  causes, 
whether  there  is  any  thing  in  writing  to  amend  by  or  not, 
and  it  directs  that  all  such  amendments  as  may  be  necessary 
for  the  purpose  of  determining  in  the  existing  suit  the  real 
question  in  controversy  between  the  parties  shall  be  so  made,, 

New  the  real  question  in  controversy  in  the  existing  suit, 
as  it  was  brought  to  trial,  was  the  recovery  of  a certain  sum 
of  money,  being  the  proceeds  of  two  notes  placed  in  the  de- 
fendants’ hands  for  the  purpose  of  deing  discounted,  which 
proceeds  the  plaintiff  alleges  the  defendants  received, but  did 
not  pay  over.  The  amendment  was  not  in  any  matter  in  the 
existing  suit  connected  with  the  receipt  of  money  by  the  de- 
fendants to  the  plaintiff’s  use,  but  was  the  substitution  of  a 
new  cause  of  action  for  a tort,  instead  of  the  original  suit  in 
assumpsit ; or,  in  other  words,  substituting  a different  action 
for  the  existing  suit  which  the  jury  were  sworn  to  try.  It 
appears  to  me  that  this  was  an  amendment  not  contemplated 
by  the  legislature  or  sanctioned  by  the  statute,  and  that  it 
must  be  set  aside,  and  of  course  the  verdict  rendered  upon 
it  falls  to  the  ground. 

The  defendant  after  the  amendment  was  made  did  not 
further  defend  the  suit,  and  there  is  no  plea  on  the  record 
applicable  to  the  new  cause  of  action.  The  verdict  never- 
theless is  general  on  both  counts,  and  I suppose  the  nolle 
prosequi  is  intended  to  be  entered  on  both  as  against  Grier.. 
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It  has  the  effect,  however,  of  discharging  both  of  the  defend- 
ants, the  contract  declared  on  being  a joint  one,,  and  there- 
fore the  verdict  cannot-  stand  as  to  one.  The  verdict 
therefore  on  both  counts  must  be  set  aside. 

But  if  the  amendment  were  -unobjectionable,  it  does  not 
appear  to  me  that  the  cause  of  action  set  forth  in  it  is  sus- 
tained by  the  evidence  of  Grier,  the  witness  on  whose  testi- 
mony the  plaintiff  relied  to  make  out  his  case.  It  is  alleged 
that  the  notes  were  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  defendants, 
for  the  special  purpose  of  the  defendants  negotiating  or  dis- 
counting the  same,  and  raising  money  thereon,  and  paying 
the  same  over  to  the  plaintiff,  or  in  the  event  of  not  nego- 
tiating the  same,  then  returning  the  said  notes  to  the 
plaintiff ; and  that  the  defendants  undertook  to  raise  money 
for  the  plaintiff  on  the  said  notes,  or  to  return  them  to  him  ; 
and  as  a breach  of  their  duty  in  this  behalf  it  is  stated  that 
they  so  negligently  and  carelessly  acted,  that  by  and  through 
their  carelessness  and  negligence  the  two  notes,  before  they 
became  due,  were  endorsed  by  the  defendants,  (to  whom  they 
were  made  payable,)  and  having  been  so  endorsed  that  they 
came  by  and  through  the  negligence  and  carelessness  of  the 
defendants  into  the  hands  of  one  Robert  John  Grier,  without 
any  value  being  received  therefor  by  the  defendants,  and 
afterwards  the  said  Robert  John  Grier  negotiated  and  dis- 
counted the  said  two  notes  before  the  same  became  due,  and 
then  delivered  the  same  to  one  Wm.  J.  Anderson,  who  paid 
to  the  said  Robert  John  Grier  therefor  the  sum  of  £250, 
which  the  said  Robert  John  Grier  retained  and  applied  to 
his  own  use,  whereby  the  plaintiff  became  liable  to  pay  the 
amount  of  the  said  notes  to  Anderson,  and  was  obliged  to 
pay  the  same.  Now  the  notes  are  shewn  by  the  evidence  of 
Grier  to  have  been  received  from  the  plaintiff  by  him  for  the 
express  purpose  of  being  discounted,  and  he  also  proves  that 
he  did  get  them  discounted,  and  received  the  money  on  them, — 
precisely  what  was  intended  to  be  done;  and  so  far  there 
was  no  breach  of  duty  on  the  part  of  the  defendants.  But 
Mr.  Grier,  when  no  longer  a partner  of  the  defendant 
Heward,  committed  the  ivrong  in  not  paying  over  the  money 
which  he  had  received  for  the  notes  without  the  knowledge 
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of  his  former  partner.  It  can  be  no  cause  of  complaint 
against  the  defendant  Heward,  that  notes  given  to  him  and 
Grier  to  he  negotiated  were  negociated  by  Grier,  for  that  is 
the  express  object  for  which  they  were  received.  The  non- 
payment to  the  plaintiff  of  the  proceeds  is  the  only  substan- 
tial ground  of  complaint,  and  if  the  defendant  Heward  is 
liable  on  that  account,  the  count  for  money  had  and  received 
to  the  plaintiff’s  use  ought  to  have  been  sufficient  to  enforce 
payment. 

The  rule  must  be  made  absolute  to  set  aside  the  verdict, 
and  the  amendment  allowed  at  nisi  prius. 

If  the  grounds  of  action  stated  in  the  amendment  are  suffi- 
cient to  render  the  defendant  Heward  liable,  the  plaintiff’s 
remedy  is  still  open  on  these  grounds. 

Buens,  J. — According  to  the  case  of  Boyle  v.  Webster, 
(21  L.  J.  Q.  B.  202,)  if  the  plaintiff  had  entered  the  nolle 
prosequi  as  to  the  defendant  Grier  before  adding  the  new 
count,  the  effect  would  have  been  that  it  amounted  to  a dis- 
continuance of  the  whole  action.  The  plaintiff  had  declared 
upon  a joint  contract,  and  his  writ  of  summons  was  framed 
in  such  a way,  with  the  special  endorsement,  that  if  no  ap- 
pearance had  been  entered  he  would  have  been  entitled  to 
judgment  against  both  defendants. 

Independent  of  the  question  as  to  the  propriety  of  chang- 
ing the  form  of  action  into  the  demand  contained  in  the  new 
count  which  was  added  at  the  trial,  we  have  this  difficulty 
presented,  namely,  that  the  entry  of  the  nolle  prosequi 
as  to  one  defendant  was  a virtual  abandonment  of  the 
whole  cause  of  action,  as  the  record  then  stood,  being 
against  both  defendants;  and  by  the  amendment  the 
action  was  changed  into  an  action  upon  another  descrip- 
tion of  demand,  though  both  counts  are  still  retained 
upon  the  record.  If  the  action  had  originally  been  of  a 
character  in  which  the  nolle  prosequi  as  to  one  defendant 
did  not  alter  the  suit  or  character  of  the  demand  against  the 
other  defendant,  then  the  case  would  have  been  different, 
and  a judge  might  properly  exercise  his  judgment  as 
to  allowing  an  amendment  against  the  defendant  who 
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remained.  Here,  however,  an  amendment  was  allowed, 
having  the  effect  of  a new  action  entirely  against  the  defend- 
ants, in  which  a nolle  prosequi  might  he  entered.  The  in- 
congruity now  presented  by  this  record  is,  that  on  the  first 
count  of  the  declaration  the  effect  of  the  nolle  prosequi  is 
that  it  is  a discontinuance  of  the  action  upon  that  count 
against  both,  and  with  respect  to  it  both  defendants  are  out 
of  court,  and  the  amended  count,  which  might  properly 
admit  of  a nolle  prosequi  as  to  one  of  the  defendants,  re- 
mains upon  the  record  with  the  other.  The  new  count 
might  no  doubt  be  added  to  the  first,  but  the  difficulty  is  in 
allowing  the  record  to  be  amended  by  a nolle  prosequi  as  to 
one  of  the  defendants,  which  properly  applied  to  the  new 
count,  but  did  not  apply  to  the  other  count. 

It  appears  to  me  this  is  not  such  an  amendment  as  the 
legislature  contemplated,  and  in  the  discretion  given  to  the 
courts  to  review  we  should  set  aside  both  the  verdict  and 
the  nolle  prosequi . If  the  plaintiff  can  then  maintain  his 
action  on  both  counts,  he  may  proceed  with  if,  and  if  he 
cannot,  his  course  is  not  to  enter  a nolle  prosequi  against 
one  defendant,  but  to  discontinue  the  whole  action  and  bring 
it  against  the  defendant  Heward  alone;  or  he  may  get  rid  of 
the  first  count  in  some  way,  so  as  to  render  the  action  in 
form  such  as  to  enable  himself  correctly  to  enter  a nolle 
prosequi  as  to  one  of  the  defendants  upon  the  new  count. 

The  Chief  Justice  gave  no  judgment. 

Rule  absolute. 


Osborne,  Assignee  of  the  Sheriff  of  Middlesex,  v« 
W.  K.  Cornish  et  al. 

Bond  to  the  limits — Death  of  Sheriff — Bight  of  his  successor  to  assign. 

The  plaintiff  declared,  as  assignee  of  G-.,  the  sheriff  of  Middlesex,  on  a bail 
bond  to  the  limits  given  to  H-,  the  late  sheriff,  alleging  that  after  the 
making  of  the  bond  H.  died,  and  that  the  defendant  on  several  occasions 
departed  from  the  limits;  but  it  was  not  stated  whether  the  departure 
took  place  before  or  after  the  death  of  H.,  or  the  appointment  of  G.,  or 
whether  the  bond  had  been  allowed. 

Held,  (affirming  the  judgment  of  the  county  court,)  that  the  declaration 
was  bad,  as  for  all  that  appeared  the  departure  might  have  been  at 
such  a time  as  to  render  the  late  sheriff  liable,  and  if  so  his  successor 
could  not  assign  the  bond. 

Appeal  from  the  county  court  of  Wentworth. 
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The  plaintiff,  as  assignee  of  William  Glass,  Esq.,  sheriff 
of  the  county  of  Middlesex,  sued  William  K.  Cornish, 
Francis  E.  Cornish,  and  Simpson  H.  Graydon,  upon  a bond 
given  by  them  to  James  Hamilton,  Esq.,  who  then  was  sheriff 
of  the  county  of  Middlesex,  to  secure  him  against  the  escape 
of  William  K.  Cornish,  one  of  the  defendants,  who  had  been 
arrested  and  admitted  to  the  limits,  upon  a writ  of  ca.  sa ., 
issued  out  of  the  county  court  of  the  county  of  Middlesex, 
and  endorsed  to  levy  £ 12  18s.  3rd.,  besides  costs. 

The  declaration  stated  that  after  the  making  of  the  bond, 
and  before  it  was  assigned  to  Osborne,  the  plaintiff  in  this 
suit,  the  obligee  in  the  bond,  Mr.  Sheriff  Hamilton,  died, 
and  that  after  the  making  of  the  bond,  the  defendant  William 
K.  Cornish,  the  execution  debtor,  did  on  divers  days  and 
times  depart  from  the  limits  of  the  gaol  of  the  county  of 
Middlesex,  whereby  the  bond  became  forfeited, and  that  there- 
upon the  said  William  Glass,  as  sheriff  of  the  said  county  of 
Middlesex,  afterwards,  on  the  9th  of  September,  1859,  and 
after  the  death  of  the  late  Sheriff  Hamilton,  duly  assigned 
the  said  bond  to  the  plaintiff,  Osborne,  under  the  seal  of  his 
- office  of  sheriff,  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute,  &c. 

Whether  the  debtor  departed  from  the  limits  in  the  life 
time  of  the  late  sheriff,  (Hamilton,)  or  not  until  after  the 
appointment  of  Mr.  Glass  to  his  office  as  his  successor,  or  in 
the  interval  between  the  two  events,  did  not  appear  upon 
the  record. 

The  defendants  demurred  to  the  declaration,  upon  the 
ground  that  upon  the  facts,  as  they  were  stated,  the  new 
sheriff,  Glass,  had  no  authority  to  assign  the  bond,  and  that 
the  plaintiff,  Osborne,  could  not  maintain  this  action  upon 
the  bond  as  his  assignee. 

The  learned  judge  of  the  county  court  held  that  the  new 
sheriff,  under  the  circumstances  set  forth  in  the  declara- 
tion, had  no  power  to  assign  the  bond,  and  he  gave  judg- 
ment for  the  defendant  on  the  demurrer,  which  judgment 
was  appealed  from. 

Spohn,  for  the  appellant,  cited  3 & 4 W.  IV.,  ch.  99,  Imp. 
Act;  Consol.  Stats.  U.  C.,  ch.  24,  secs.  25,  23;  20  Vic.,  ch. 
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57,  sec.  35 ; Dwarris  on  Stats.,  563,  557,  550,  551,  632  ; 
Selw.  N.  P.  609 ; Metcalfe  v.  McKenzie,  et  al.,  2 U.  C.  R. 

103. 

Head , Q.  C.  contra,  cited  Lush  Prac.  536,  560,  561 ; 
Abney  et  al.  v.  White,  1 Garth.  301,  302 ; Gregson  v.  Hea- 
ther, 2 Ld.  Raym.,  1455;  McPherson  v.  Hamilton,  5 0.  S. 
490;  Watern  on  Sheriff,  20;  Sewell  on  Sheriff,  570,  175. 

Robinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

In  a note  to  the  case,  of  Kitson  v.'Fagg,  (1  Str.  60,)  it  is 
said  that  in  a case  of  Harris  v.  Ashley,  before  Lord  Mans- 
field at  nisi  prius,  he  had  denied  the  soundness  of  the  de- 
cision in  Kitson  v.  Fagg,  that  an  under-sheriff’s  clerk  could 
not  legally  assign  a bail  bond  in  the  name  of  the  sheriff ; 
and  that  his  lordship  held  in  the  latter  case,  with  the  ap- 
probation of  his  brother  judges,  that  an  assignment  under 
the  seal  of  office  made  by  the  under  sheriff’s  clerk  was  valid, 
it  being  usual  to  make  such  assignments  in  that. manner. 
It  is  not  stated  in  the  declaration  before  us  whether  this 
bond  for  the  limits  had  been  allowed  or  not  by  the  judge. 
If  it  had  been,  then  the  late  sheriff  being  discharged  from 
all , liability , there  would  seem  to  be  no  good  reason,  why 
the  sheriff  for  the  time  being  might  not  assign  the  bond,  as  it 
would  be  a mere  matter  of  form,  to  enable  the  plaintiff  in 
the  action  to  sue ; and  if  Lord  Mansfield  opinion  be  correct, 
the  seal  of  office  to  such  an  assignment,  made  in  the  name 
of  the  sheriff  for  the  time  being,  might  be  held  sufficient. 

Our  statute,  3 W.  IV.,  ch.,  8 sec.  33,  makes  the  deputy- 
sheriff,  after  the  death  of  his  principal,  competent  to  do  all 
that  belongs  to  the  office  of  sheriff,  in  the  name  of  such 
deceased  sheriff,  until  another  sheriff  has  been  appointed 
and  sworn  into  office. 

We  have  it  stated  here  that  after  the  making  of  this  bond, 
Sheriff  Hamilton  died ; that  after  the  making  of  this  bond, 
Cornish’,  on  divers  days  and  times,  departed  from  the  limits, 
and  that  the  bond  became  thereby  forfeited ; but  it  is  not 
stated  whether  the  forfeiture  occurred  in  Hamilton’s  time 
or  after  his  death,  and  before  Glass  was  appointed  to  suc- 
ceed him  and  had  been  sworn  in,  or  afterwards.  Yol.  xx.  ? 

4 u.  c.  q.  b.,  20. 
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When  this  bond  was  given  the  Common  Law  Procedure 
Act  of  1856  was  in  force,  and  regulated  the  proceedings  in 
regard  to  bonds  for  the  gaol  limits,  and  under  the  805th 
section  of  that  act,  the  plaintiff  in  the  execution,  upon  the 
condition  of  the  bond  being  broken,  might  require  the  sheriff 
to  assign  to  him;  and  the  assignee  of  the  bond,  according  t0 
that  statute,  might  maintain  an  action  in  his  own  name  upon 
the  bond,  which  action  the  sheriff  was  disabled  by  the  statute 
from  releasing,  but  upon  executing  such  assignment  the 
sheriff  was  to  be  thenceforth  discharged  from  all  liability. 

Now,  if  the  former  sheriff,  for  all  that  appears,  may  have 
been  liable  before  his  death,  by  reason  of  the  debtor  having 
already  departed  from  the  limits,  or  if  after  his  death,  and 
before  the  new  sheriff  was  appointed  and  sworn  into  office, 
the  debtor  departed,  which  would  render  the  late  sheriff’s 
sureties  liable,  or  if,  though  the  new  sheriff  had  been  ap- 
pointed and  sworn  into  office,  the  prisoners  in  custody  upon 
civil  process  at  the  time  of  his  appointment  had  not  yet 
been  assigned  over,  as  the  law  requires,  by  indenture  to 
the  custody  of  the  new  sheriff,  we  apprehend  the  former 
sheriff  would  be  liable. 

It  would  follow  then,  we  think,  as  a consequence,  that 
so  long  as  the  estate  of  the  second  sheriff  could  be  held 
liable,  it  should  not  be  in  the  power  of  the  new  sheriff  to 
assign  the  bond  to  the  plaintiff. 

In  Fortescue’s  Reports,  p.  864,  it  is  said,  the  sheriff, 
though  he  be  out  of  office,  may  assign  the  bail  bonds  given 
to  him,  describing  himself  as  late  sheriff ; and  in  Peters- 
dorff’s  Treatise  on  Bail,  p.  221,  it  is  said,  but  without  re- 
ferring to  any  authority,  “ If  the  sheriff  die  before  assign- 
ment of  the  bond,  the  plaintiff  must  sue  as  at  common  law, 
in  the  name  of  the  sheriff,  as  the  executors  appear  to  have 
no  authority  to  assign  it.” 

Then  comparing  the  English  Statute,  4 Anne,  ch.  16, 
sec.  20,  with  the  805th  section  of  our  C.  L.  P.  Act,  we  do 
not  see  why  the  sheriff,  as  mentioned  in  both  statutes,  is 
not  to  be  taken  to  mean  the  sheriff  to  whom  the  bond  was 
given,  and  perhaps  also,  in  this  country,  his  deputy  up  to 
the  time  of  the  new  sheriff  being  appointed  and  sworn  in. 

We  wish  the  matter  was  plainer  under  the  statute  than  it 
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is,  but  our  opinion  is  that  the  plaintiff  must  sue  in  the 
name  of  the  executors  of  the  late  sheriff,  for  that  they  have 
no  power  given  them  to  assign,  and  because  there  is  nothing 
on  the  record  to  shew  us  that  the  departure  was  not  at  such 
a time  as  would  make  the  former  sheriff  or  his  estate  liable. 

In  our  opinion  therefore  the  judgment  given  below  should 
be  affirmed,  and  the  appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Appeal  dismissed. 


Woodruff  et  al.,  Executors  of  Samuel  Zimmerman  v. 

Mills. 

Mortgage — 12  Vic.,  ch.  73 — Sale  by  Sheriff  of  equity  of  redemption — Pur- 
chase by  one  of  several  devisees  of  mortgage — Effect  of  on  covenant  to  guar- 
antee the  mortgage— Proof  of  will. 

A.  made  a mortgage  of  lands  to  Z.  and  the  defendant,  and  the  defendant 
assigned  his  interest  therein  to  Z.,  covenanting  by  the  same  instrument 
for  the  punctual  payment  by  the  mortgagor  of  one-hali  of  the  principal 
and  interest.  To  an  action  brought  on  this  covenant  by  the  executors 
of  Z.,  defendant  pleaded  that  a judgment  had  been  recovered  against  the 
mortgagor  on  said  mortgage,  for  the  benefit  of  Z.,  who  afterwards  de- 
vised all  his  real  estate  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  that  the  equity  of  redemp- 
tion having  been  duly  sold  under  said  judgment,  was  purchased  by  the 
plaintiffs,  as  executors  and  devisees,  and  conveyed  to  them  by  the 
sheriff,  whereby  the  debt  became  satisfied,  and  defendant  was  dis- 
charged. In  another  plea  it  was  alleged  that  the  equity  of  redemp- 
tion was  purchased  by  M.,  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  conveyance 
thereof  taken  to  him  for  the  benefit  of  himself  and  the  other  plaintiffs, 
as  such  executors  and  devisees. 

Held,  1.  That  the  plaintiffs,  as  devisees  of  Z.,  were  assignees  of  the  mort- 
gage within  the  12  Vic.,  ch.  73,  and  that  the  purchase  by  them  of  the 
equity  of  redemption  must  have  the  same  effect  as  if  it  had  been  by  Z. 
in  his  life  time. 

2.  That  the  effect  of  the  statute  was  to  work  a satisfaction  of  the  mort- 
gage, though  the  provision  is  merely  that  the  mortgagee,  &c.,  buying, 
shall  give  a release  to  the  mortgagor;  and  semble,  that  the  defendant, 
instead  of  setting  out  the  facts,  might  have  pleaded  payment  in  the 
ordinary  form. 

3.  That  upon  the  tacts  stated  in  the  second  plea,  the  case  must  be  looked 
upon  as  if  all  the  executors  had  been  purchasers. 

4.  That  the  mortgage  being  satisfied,  defendant  was  also  discharged  from 
his  covenant ; and  therefore  that  the  second  plea  (which  was  demurred 
to)  shewed  a good  defence. 

The  will  of  Z.  not  having  been  properly  proved  by  one  of  the  subscribing 
witnesses,  and  the  objection  having  been  taken,  the  court  could  not 
enter  a verdict  for  defendant  on  the  leave  reserved,  but  granted  a new 
trial  on  payment  of  costs. 

The  plaintiffs  sued  on  a deed  made  on  the  18th  of  July, 
1855,  between  the  defendant  and  the  testator,  Samuel  Zim- 
merman, in  which  it  was  recited  that  a mortgage  made  on 
the  7th  of  July,  1855,  certain  lands  were  conveyed  by  John 
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Applegarth  and  William  Applegarth  to  this  defendant. 
Mills,  and  the  testator,  Zimmerman,  subject  to  he  redeemed 
by  making  certain  payments : that  the  principal  and  inter- 
est were  on  the  18th  of  July,  1855,  wholly  unpaid,  and  that 
Zimmerman  had  agreed  to  become  purchaser  thereof,  (that 
is,  of  the  whole,)  for  the  price  of  £1895. 

And  it  was  stipulated  by  that  deed  of  the  18th  of  July, 
1855,  that  in  consideration  of  the  premises,  and  of  £8750, 
the  said  Samuel  Mills  sold  and  assigned  to  Zimmerman, 
his  heirs  and  assigns,  all  his  right,  title  and  interest  in  the 
lands  and  premises  mortgaged,  being  the  south-easterly 
half  of  lot  11  in  the  second  concession,  and  the  south- 
easterly 50  acres  of  lot  12,  in  the  second  concession  of  East 
Elamborough,  together  with  the  said  mortgage,  and  all  the 
moneys  secured  thereby. 

And  by  the  same  indenture  Mills  covenanted  with  Zim- 
merman, his  heirs  and  assigns,  that  he  would  guarantee 
the  punctual  payment,  as  the  same  should  fall  due,  of  one- 
half  of  the  principal  money,  and  one-half  of  the  interest 
secured  by  the  said  mortgage : that  is,  half  of  each  pay- 
ment. By  the  mortgage  of  the  7th  of  July,  1855,  the 
mortgagors  covenanted  with  Mills  and  Zimmerman,  to  pay 
them,  their  heirs,  executors,  &c.,  £8750,  with  interest  at  6 
per  cent.,  as  follows:  £375  in  one  year  from  the  date,  and 
£375  at  the  expiration  of  each  of  the  nine  next  succeeding 
years  from  the  date  of  the  said  mortgage,  with  interest  to 
be  paid  half-yearly  from  the  date  of  the  indenture,  except- 
ing the  first  half-year,  for  which  no  interest  was  to  be 
charged. 

The  declaration  alleged  that  the  mortgagors  did  not  on 
the  7th  of  July,  1858,  nor  at  any  time  before,  or  since,  pay 
to  Zimmerman  in  his  life  time,  nor  to  the  plaintiffs,  as 
executors  since  his  death,  the  sum  of  £375,  being  the  third 
instalment,  with  interest  on  the  sum  of  £3000,  which  be- 
came due  on  the  7th  of  July,  1858.  And  that  the  defendant 
had,  notwithstanding,  not  paid  to  the  said  Zimmerman  in 
his  life  time,  nor  to  the  plaintiffs  as  executors  since  his 
death,  the  one-half  of  the  said  instalment,  which  so  became 
due  on  the  7th  of  July,  1858,  nor  the  said  interest,  &c. 

The  defendant  pleaded  that  after  the  making  of  the  cove- 
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nant  a judgment  was  recovered  in  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas,  in  the  names  of  Samuel  Zimmerman  and  the  defend- 
ant as  plaintiffs,  but  at  the  instance  and  for  the  benefit  of 
Zimmerman,  against  the  mortgagors,  John  Applegarth  and 
William  Applegarth,  upon  the  said  mortgage,  and  after- 
wards the  said  Samuel  Zimmerman,  by  his  last  will  and 
testament,  executed  in  due  form  of  law  to  pass  real  estate, 
devised  all  his  estate  and  interest  in  the  land,  real  estate 
and  premises  mentioned  in  the  said  mortgage,  to  the  plain- 
tiffs ; and  such  proceedings  were  afterwards  had  upon  the 
said  judgment,  at  the  instance  of  the  plaintiffs,  as  execu- 
tors of  the  said  will,  that  the  equity  of  redemption  of  the 
said  John  Applegarth  and  William  Applegarth  in  the  said 
mortgaged  premises  was  duly  sold  by  the  sheriff  of  the 
county  of  Wentworth,  before  the  commencement  of  this 
suit,  under  a writ  of  execution  sued  out  at  the  instance 
of  the  plaintiffs,  as  such  executors,  upon  the  said  judg- 
ment, and  at  such  sale  the  said  plaintiffs  bid  off  and  pur- 
chased the  said  equity  of  redemption,  aod  took  a convey- 
ance thereof  from  the  said  sheriff,  on  behalf  and  for  the 
benefit  of  themselves,  as  the  executors  and  devisees,  as 
aforesaid,  of  the  said  Samuel  Zimmerman,  whereby  the 
debt  payable  by  the  said  indenture  of  mortgage  became 
satisfied  and  discharged,  and  the  defendant  was  thereby 
discharged  by  the  said  covenant,  and  all  causes  of  action 
in  respect  thereof. 

At  the  trial,  which  took  place  at  Cayuga,  before  McLean , 
J.,  a second  plea  was  added,  stating  the  same  facts  up  to 
the  time  of  sale  of  the  equity  of  redemption,  and  alleging 
that  at  such  sale  the  plaintiffs,  by  Richard  Miller,  acting 
for  himself  and  the  other  plaintiffs,  bid  off  and  purchased 
the  said  equity  of  redemption,  and  took  a conveyance 
thereof  to  the  said  Richard  Miller,  for  the  benefit  of  him- 
self and  the  other  plaintiffs,  as  executors  and  devisees,  as 
aforesaid,  of  the  estate  of  the  said  Samuel  Zimmerman, 
whereby  the  debt  made  payable  by  the  said  indenture  of 
mortgage  became  satisfied  and  discharged,  and  the  defend- 
ant was  thereby  discharged  from  the  said  covenant,  and  all 
causes  of  action  in  respect  thereof. 
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The  plaintiffs  took  issue  on  the  first  plea,  and  pursuant 
to  leave  given  at  the  trial  took  issue  on  and  demurred  to 
the  second  plea,  on  the  ground  that  the  defendant  Mills 
was  not  a surety,  but  a principal  debtor,  and  was  not  dis- 
charged by  the  dealing  between  Miller  and  the  sheriff,  and 
that  the  plea  shewed  that  he  bought  at  sheriff’s  sale  after 
the  defendant’s  breach  of  covenant,  and  he  was  therefore 
liable  for  nominal  damages  at  all  events ; and  on  the 
further  ground,  that  Miller  could  not  purchase  the  estate 
so  as  to  bind  his  co-executors  or  trustees. 

The  covenant  declared  on  being  admitted  by  the  plea,  the 
defendant  began  by  producing  a judgment  in  favor  of  Mills 
and  Zimmerman,  plaintiffs,  against  John  Applegarth  and 
Wm.  Applegarth,  for  £410  15s.,  and  £5  8s.  lid.  costs, 
signed  81st  Jan.,  1857.  The  amount  specially  endorsed  on 
the  summons,  as  appeared  by  the  judgment,  was  £408  15s., 
principal  and  interest,  due  on  a covenant  contained  in  a deed 
dated  2nd  July,  1858,  for  payment  of  £8750  and  interest. 

The  deputy-sheriff  of  Wentworth  proved  the  receipt  of 
execution  against  the  lands  of  the  Applegarths  on  the  10th 
of  June,  1857,  and  its  return  to  Messrs.  Miller  & Connolly, 
the  attorneys  for  the  plaintiffs,  Mills  and  Zimmerman ; the 
receipt  of  a writ  of  ven.  ex.  from  the  same  attorneys,  and  the 
sale  of  the  interest  of  John  and  William  Applegarth  in  the 
premises  mentioned  in  the  mortgage,  to  Richard  Miller,  one 
of  the  plaintiffs,  and  one  of  the  attorneys  in  the  suit,  by  whose 
directions  the  sheriff  was  guided  in  advertising  and  selling 
the  property.  It  was  shewn  that  the  writ  oifi.fa.  and  also 
the  ven.  ex.  had  been  returned  to  Messrs.  Miller  & Connolly,, 
the  attorneys  who  issued  the  same,  and  that  notice  had  been 
given  to  them  to  produce  them  on  the  trial.  They  were  not 
produced  when  called  for  under  the  notice,  and  Cameron , 
Q.  (7,,  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs,  objected  to  any  proceed- 
ing under  the  ven.  ex.  being  given  in  evidence  till  the  writ 
should  be  produced  or  accounted  for. 

The  sheriff’s  deed,  dated  20th  November,  1858,  after 
reciting  the  writs  of  ft.  fa.  and  ven.  ex.,  under  which 
the  sale  of  the  land  took  place,  stated  that  under  such 
writs  against  the  lands  and  tenements  of  John  Applegarth 
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and  William  Applegarth,  he  had  sold  the  same  by  public 
auction  to  Eichard  Miller,  of  the  town  of  St.  Catharines, 
Esquire,  for  £190,  being  the  highest  bid  for  the  same,  and 
that  in  consideration  of  the  said  sum  to  him  paid  by  the  said 
Eichard  Miller,  he,  the  said  sheriff,  granted,  bargained,  and 
sold  to  him,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  all  the  right,  title  and 
interest  of  the  said  John  Applegarth  and  William  Apple- 
garth,  in  and  to  lot,  &c.,  to  have  and  to  hold  the  same  to 
him,  the  said  Eichard  Miller,  his  heirs  and  assigns  for 
ever. 

A deed  having  been  taken  by  the  plaintiff  Miller,  who 
acted  as  one  of  the  attorneys  for  the  plaintiff,  and  purchased 
the  property  on  behalf  of  himself  and  the  other  plaintiff  in 
this  suit,  as  executors  in  the  estate  of  Samuel  Zimmerman, 
the  defendant  was  allowed  to  go  into  evidence  of  what 
occurred  at  the  sale,  and  that  the  property,  or  rather  the 
equity  of  redemption  of  John  and  William  Applegarth  in 
the  property,  had  been  purchased  by  the  plaintiffs  through 
one  of  their  number,  Mr.  Miller,  at  the  sale  by  the  sheriff. 
A letter  from  Mr.  Miller,  dated  November  16th,  1858, 
directed  to  the  sheriff,  was  put  in,  instructing  the  sheriff  to 
prepare  a deed  and  memorial  to  him,  and  informing  him  that 
he  had  purchased  the  lands  for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiff : 
that  he  was  one  of  the  executors  of  Zimmerman,  and  as  such 
acquitted  the  sheriff  from  the  payment  of  the  money  made 
on  the  ven.  ex. ; and  undertaking  to  pay  the  amount  of  the 
sheriff’s  fees  thereon.  Besides  the  evidence  afforded  by  this 
letter  of  the  purchase  of  the  mortgaged  premises  by  Mr. 
Miller,  on  behalf  of  the  estate  of  Zimmerman,  a witness 
called  by  the  defendants,  who  was  present  at  the  sale,  stated 
that  he  heard  Mr.  Miller,  when  purchasing,  declare  that  he 
was  buying  the  property  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate,  and 
that  it  was  no  interest  to  him  : that  just  before  the  property 
was  sold,  the  defendant  asked  Mr.  Miller  what  he  intended 
to  do,  and  Mr.  Miller  replied  he  was  going  to  have  the  pro- 
perty sold ; that  the  defendant  was  a bidder  at  the  sale,  and 
did  not  seem  to  be  acting  in  concert  with  Mr.  Miller. 

To  prove  that  the  mortgaged  property,  in  consequence  of 
the  assignment  of  the  defendant,  and  the  sale  of  the  equity 
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of  redemption  of  J.  and  W.  Applegarth,  and  the  purchase 
thereof  by  Mr.  Miller  for  the  plaintiff,  was  vested  in  the 
plaintiff,  the  will  of  the  late  Samuel  Zimmerman  was  pro- 
duced from  the  Court  of  Chancery,  but  none  of  the  sub- 
scribing witnesses  to  its  execution  were  present,  and  the  de- 
fendant’s counsel  called  witnesses  who  proved  the  hand- 
writing of  the  several  plaintiffs,  and  of  the  official  principal 
of  the  court  of  probate,  to  affidavits  attached  to  the  will, 
proving  the  will  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  probate. 

It  was  admitted  that  all  the  subscribing  witnesses  to  the 
will  were  living,  and  the  plaintiff’s  counsel  objected  that  the 
will  could  only  be  proved  by  one  of  them,  and  that  in  the 
absence  of  such  testimony  the  will  could  not  be  received  in 
evidence.  Though  there  could  be  no  doubt  that  the  will  was 
that  of  Samuel  Zimmerman,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  were  de- 
visees in  trust  of  all  his  real  estate,  yet  as  there  was  no 
proof  of  the  taking  of  the  affidavits  before  the  official  prin- 
cipal, and  the  learned  judge  considered  the  testimony  of  one 
of  the  subscribing  witnesses  the  only  legal  mode  of  proving 
the  due  execution  of  the  will,  he  directed  a verdict  to  be  ren- 
dered for  the  plaintiffs,  for  ^0292  19s.  7d.,  being  the  amount 
due  on  the  mortgage,  which  the  defendant  by  his  covenant 
had  guaranteed  the  payment  of,  it  being  at  the  same  time 
understood,  that  on  the  defendant  moving  for  a new  trial, 
the  judgment  of  the  court  might  be  taken  on  all  the  facts  on 
which  the  defence  was  rested. 

The  plaintiffs  contended  that  the  defendant’s  covenant 
was  wholly  unconnected  with  the  orignal  mortgage,  and  that 
they  were  entitled  to  recover  the  amount  from  the  defendant, 
notwithstanding  the  sale  of  the  premises  in  the  mortgage, 
and  the  purchase  by  Mr.  Miller. 

Freeman , Q.  C.,  obtained  a rule  nisi  calling  upon  the 
plaintiffs  to  shew  cause  why  the  verdict  obtained  in  this 
cause  should  not  be  set  aside,  and  a verdict  entered  for  the 
defendant,  or  why  a new  trial  should  not  be  granted,  or 
other  order  made  according  to  the  justice  of  the  case. 

M.  C.  Cameron  shewed  cause. 

The  demurrer  and  rule  nisi  were  argued  together. 
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Bobinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

The  plea  is  founded  on  a provision  in  our  statute,  12  Vic., 
ch.  73,  (Consol.  Stats.  U.  C.,  ch.  22,  secs.  257,  259,)  which 
was  in  force  at  the  time  of  the  sheriff’s  sale  stated  in  the 
plea.  That  statute  provided  that  an  equity  of  redemption 
in  real  estate  might  be  sold  by  the  sheriff  upon  a writ  of 
fi.  fa,  against  the  mortgagor’s  lands,  and  in  the  third  sec- 
tion of  the  act  it  is  provided,  that  any  mortgagee  of  the 
lands  so  sold,  or  of  any  part  thereof,  or  the  heirs  or  assigns 
of  such  mortgagee,  being  or  not  being  plaintiff  or  defendant 
in  the  judgment  wherein  the  writ  of  fieri  facias  was  issued, 
may  be  the  purchaser  at  such  sale,  and  may  take,  hold,  and 
enjoy  the  same  estate,  benefit,  &c.,  as  such  purchaser,  as 
any  other  purchaser  not  interested  in  the  land  as  mortgagee. 
“ Provided  always,  that  if  the  mortgagee  of  the  said  premises 
shall  become  the  purchaser  thereof,  he  shall  give  to  the  mort- 
gagor a release  of  the  debt  for  the  payment  of  which  the 
mortgage  may  be  given.”  It  is  contended  that  Miller  and 
the  other  executors  of  the  mortgagee,  Zimmerman,  (who  pur- 
chased out  the  other  mortgagee,  Mills,  and  thus  became  sole 
holder  of  the  mortgage  for  his  own  benefit,)  are  within  the 
act  as  assignees  of  this  mortgage,  being,  as  averred  in  the 
plea,  devisees  of  all  the  estate  of  Zimmerman  in  the  land 
mortgaged.  And  the  equity  of  redemption  being  sold  upon 
an  execution  taken  out  by  them  on  the  judgment,  which  the 
testator,  the  mortgagee,  had  obtained  against  the  mortgagors, 
and  being  bought  by  Miller,  one  of  the  executors,  on  behalf 
and  for  the  benefit  of  himself  and  the  other  executors,  as  de- 
visees of  Zimmerman,  as  the  plea  charges,  the  effect  is  the 
same  as  if  Zimmerman  had  lived  and  bought  the  equity  of 
redemption  himself  at  the  sale.  We  agree  with  the  defend- 
ant so  far. 

The  next  question  then  is,  if  Zimmerman,  having  pur- 
chased the  equity  of  redemption,  were  still  living,  and  had 
nevertheless  brought  his  action  on  the  covenant  in  the  mort- 
gage to  recover  the  mortgage  debt  from  the  mortgagors, 
could  he  have  been  allowed  to  recover  in  this  court  ? We 
think  he  could  not,  for  that  the  effect  of  the  statute  in  that 
case  would  have  been  to  work  a satisfaction  of  the  debt,  and 
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to  compel  ns  to  regard  the  mortgage  as  satisfied.  We  in- 
cline  to  the  opinion  that  the  defendant  might  in  such  an 
action  have  pleaded  payment,  for  the  intention  of  the  legis- 
lature we  take  to  be,  that  when  the  legal  holder  of  a mort- 
gage buys  the  equity  of  redemption  at  a sheriff’s  sale,  he  is 
to  be  looked  upon  as  having  bid  the  sum  which  he  did  as  a 
sum  which  he  was  willing  to  give  above  the  debt  for  which 
he  held  a charge  upon  the  land:  in  other  words,  that  he  bid 
the  amount  of  the  incumbrance  which  he  held,  and  so  much 
over,  and  that,  therefore,  when  he  receives  a conveyance  of 
the  equity  of  redemption,  his  debt  is  paid.  If  in  that  way 
the  defence  of  payment  in  the  ordinary  form  could  be  main- 
tained, as  we  think  it  could,  then  of  course  pleading  the 
facts  truly,  from  which  the  court  could  draw  the  inference 
of  payment,  would  be  a good  plea  in  substance. 

The  provision  of  the  act  is  only  that  the  mortgagee  so 
buying  the  equity  of  redemption  on  an  execution,  shall  give 
to  the  mortgagors  a release  of  the  mortgage.  It  does  not 
say  in  words  that  the  debt  shall  be  regarded  or  treated  as 
satisfied,  but  surely  that  must  be  understood  as  included  in 
the  provision,  or  why  should  the  mortgagee  be  compelled  to 
give  a release  of  the  debt  ? The  exacting  a release  is  a mere 
consequence  ; it  is  carrying  the  provision  farther  in  order  to 
free  the  estate  ; but  the  provision  can  only  be  looked  upon 
as  founded  on  the  principle  that  the  purchase  by  the  mort- 
gagee amounts  to  satisfaction. 

Then  as  to  the  peculiarities  in  this  case,  we  think,  clearly, 
that  construing  the  statute  reasonably  we  should  look  on  the 
case  as  if  all  the  executors  had  been  purchasers,  consider- 
ing the  facts  stated  in  the  plea. 

Then  we  are  to  look  at  the  fact  that  this  is  not  an  action 
by  the  executors  of  Zimmerman  against  the  mortgagor  upon 
the  mortgage,  but  an  action  on  a distinct  covenant  in  a dif- 
ferent deed  made  by  the  defendant,  binding  himself  that  he 
will  “guarantee  the  punctual  payment,  as  the  same  shall  fall 
due,  of  the  principal  money  and  interest  secured  by  the 
mortgage:  that  is,  half  of  each  payment;”  and  the  aver- 
ment in  the  declaration  is,  that  the  mortgagors  did  not  pay 
£375  and  interest,  due  in  July,  1858. 
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These  facts  create  a case  of  the  first  impression.  Our 
opinion  is  that  the  plea  is  a good  defence  by  Mills,  for  we 
must  give  a covenant  a reasonable  construction.  He  is 
only  bound  to  guarantee  half  of  what  the  mortgagors  were 
bound  for,  (we  suppose  because  Zimmerman  would  not 
buy  the  mortgage  without  such  guarantee ;)  and  if  we  are 
bound,  as  we  think  we  are  under  the  statute,  to  treat  the 
mortgage  as  satisfied  when  the  holders  of  the  mortgage  be- 
came the  purchasers  of  the  equity  of  redemption,  then  it  is 
satisfied  as  regards  Mills,  as  well  as  satisfied  by  the  mort- 
gagors, for  there  is  no  liability  remaining  such  as  he 
covenanted  should  be  discharged. 

The  evidence  of  the  will  was  not  strictly  legal,  we  think, 
and  as  the  objection  was  made,  and  the  learned  judge  held 
that  it  was  entitled  to  prevail,  and  so  that  the  pleas  were 
not  proved,  and  the  plaintiff  on  that  account  entitled  to  a 
verdict,  which  was  accordingly  rendered  in  his  favour,  the 
utmost  we  can  do  is  to  order  a new  trial,  that  the  defendant 
may  supply  the  evidence  on  another  trial ; but  it  must  be 
on  payment  of  costs. 

The  objection  of  the  wrant  of  proof  by  a subscribing  wit- 
ness to  the  will  was  a rigid  objection  under  the  circum- 
stances, but  there  was  nothing  to  dispense  with  the  proof, 
for  it  was  necessary  to  see  the  contents  of  the  will.  The 
probate  does  not  seem  to  have  been  produced,  nor  such  a 
notice  given  as  under  the  statute  would  have  entitled  the 
defendant  to  use  it  as  evidence. 

Judgment  for  defendant  on  demurrer. 

Rule  absolute  for  new  trial,  on  payment  of  costs. 
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Burton  et  al.  y.  Bellhouse. — (two  suits.) 

Verbal  sale  of  goods — Interpleaddr — Change  of  possession — Description  of 
Goods — 20  Vic.,  ch.  3. 

On  an  interpleader  issue  to  try  the  title  to  two  locomotives,  it  appeared 
from  the  finding  of  the  Jury,  that  in  September,  1858,  when  they  were 
half  finished,  the  plaintiffs  verbally  agreed  with  G-.,  the  manufacturer, 
to  buy  them  from  him  for  $16,000,  payable  as  he  might  require  it,  for 
which  they  were  to  be  finished  by  him ; and  on  the  3rd  of  January,  1859, 
by  deed  reciting  this  arrangement,  G.  conveyed  them  to  the  plaintiffs. 
The  defendant  claimed  under  an  execution  issued  after  the  agreement, 
and  when  that  was  made  there  was  an  execution  in  the  sheriff’s  hands, 
at  the  suit  of  a third  party,  which  was  subsequently  paid. 

Held,  1.  That  by  the  verbal  agreement  the  property  passed,  and  that  the 
chattel  mortgage  act  did  not  apply,  a change  of  possession  being  im- 
possible under  the  circumstances. 

2.  That  the  execution  in  the  sheriff’s  hands  clearly  could  not  affect  the 
plaintiff’s  claim  as  against  the  defendant. 

3.  That  if  it  were  necessary  to  determine  that  point,  the  locomotives  were 
sufficiently  described  in  the  deed  of  the  3rd  of  January,  set  out  below. 

Interpleader  issues  to  try  the  title  to  two  locomotives. 

These  cases  were  tried  at  the  last  fall  assizes,  at  Hamilton, 
when  in  one  of  them  the  jury  not  agreeing  were  discharged, 
and  in  the  other  a verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiffs,  the 
claimants.  The  court  set  that  verdict  aside,  and  granted  a 
new  trial  upon  ths  evidence.  Both  cases  came  on  again  for 
trial,  before  Burns , J.,  at  the  last  assizes  held  at  Hamilton. 
The  evidence  on  this  occasion  was  essentially  the  same  as 
at  the  first  trial. 

The  plaintiffs  claimed  to  be  the  owners  of  the  two  loco- 
motives, firstly,  under  an  arrangement  which  they  con- 
tended had  been  made  with  Daniel  C.  Gunn,  the  manu- 
facturer, in  September,  1858.  Previous  to  that  time  the 
.plaintiffs  had  endorsed  notes,  &c.,  for  Gunn,  to  a large 
amount,  which  notes  were  outstanding,  held  by  the  Bank  of 
Montreal.  The  locomotives,  in  September,  1858,  were  not 
more  than  half  finished,  if  so  much,  and  the  plaintiffs  con- 
tended that  they  had  made  a verbal  agreement  with  Gunn, 
by  which  they  purchased  the  locomotives  for  $16,000,  which 
was  to  be  paid  from  time  to  time,  as  Gunn  might  require, 
and  Gunn  was  to  go  on  and  finish  the  engines,  &c.,  for  the 
plaintiffs. 

The  plaintiffs  claimed  title,  secondly,  by  a deed  of  bar- 
gain and  sale  of  the  locomotives  from  Gunn  to  them,  dated 
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3rd  of  January,  1859,  which  deed  recited  the  arrangement 
of  the  Semptember  previous. 

The  plaintiffs  insured  the  locomotives,  as  their  property, 
on  the  2nd  of  March,  1859.  On  the  7th  of  March,  1859, 
Gunn  made  an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  and 
in  the  schedule  to  that  deed  the  locomotives  were  inserted 
as  valued  at  $24,000,  and  the  plaintiffs’  claim  upon  them  as 
$16,000,  leaving  $8000  as  a surplus  available  to  the  credit- 
ors  of  Gunn’s  estate.  At  the  trial,  Gunn  swore  that  the 
sale  was  made  to  the  plaintiffs  at  $16,000,  but  that  he 
thought  they  were  worth  $24,000,  and  would  sell  for  that 
sum,  and  if  they  did  he  supposed  the  plaintiffs  would  allow 
any  surplus  beyond  the  $16,000  to  go  to  his  creditors,  and 
for  that  reason  he  inserted  in  that  manner  in  the  assign- 
ment for  creditors-  One  of  the  plaintiffs  prepared  the 
assignment,  and  acted  under  Gunn’s  instructions  in  the 
matter. 

At  the  time  of  the  alleged  agreement,  in  September,  1858, 
there  was  one  writ  of  execution  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff 
against  Gunn  unsatisfied,  and  which  was  paid  after  the  as- 
signment was  made.  Besides  the  notes,  &c.,  endorsed  by 
the  plaintiffs  on  Gun’s  account,  he,  Gunn,  owed  many  other 
persons,  and  among  them  the  defendant,  who  subsequently 
obtained  judgment  and  issued  execution,  as  also  did  other 
creditors. 

At  the  close  of  the  plaintiffs’  case  the  defendant’s  counsel 
in  the  first  case  moved  for  a nonsuit,  on  the  grounds, 

1st.  That  the  arrangement  of  September,  1858,  could  not 
pass  the  property,  for  that  in  a case  of  this  kind,  where  it 
was  to  remain  in  Gunn’s  possession,  under  the  chattel  mort- 
gage act  it  could  only  be  by  deed. 

2.  That  the  deed  of  the  3rd  of  January,  1859,  reciting 
the  arrangement  of  September  before,  could  not  revert  to 
and  make  good  the  previous  verbal  agreement,  if  there  was 
one;  and  by  the  terms  of  this  deed  the  property  was  not 
transferred,  the  words  not  being  sufficient  to  do  so. 

3.  That  an  execution  in  the  sheriff’s  hands,  before  the 
20th  of  September,  1858,  unpaid,  and  in  fact  not  discharged 
until  after  the  assignment  for  creditors  on  the  7th  of  March, 
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1859,  would  enure  to  the  benefit  of  other  creditors,  and  pre- 
vent any  sale  to  the  plaintiffs. 

At  the  close  of  the  second  case,  the  defendant’s  counsel, 
besides  taking  the  former  objections,  raised  another — that 
the  property  was  not  sufficiently  described  in  the  deed  of  the 
3rd  of  January,  1859,  to  comply  with  the  chattel  mortgage 
act,  no  locality  being  given,  nor  any  description  by  which 
they  might  be  identified. 

The  deed  recited  that  on  or  about  the  22nd  of  September, 
1858,  Gunn  had  contracted  to  construct  for  the  plaintiffs 
two  locomotive  engines : that  $16,000  had  been  advanced 
thereon  : that  said  locomotives  were  complete  and  ready  for 
delivery,  but  for  convenience  had  been  left  on  the  premises 
of  said  Gunn  : that  it  might  be  doubtful  whether  in  the  ab- 
sence of  actual  delivery  a formal  assignment  and  registra- 
tion thereof  were  not  required ; and  to  remove  such  doubts, 
the  said  Gunn  declared  that  the  said  locomotives  were  the 
property  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  so  far  as  he  could  or  might  he 
assigned  the  same  to  them. 

The  learned  judge  put  the  following  questions  to  the  jury : 

1st.  Whether  Gunn  was  or  was  not  insolvent  on  the  20th 
of  September,  1858,  or  the  3rd  of  January,  1859. 

2 Whether  the  deed  of  the  3rd  of  Jannary,  1859,  truly 
recited  the  transaction  of  the  20fcli  of  September,  1858,  as 
stated  therein.  And  whether  the  transaction  was  that  of 
money  loaned  and  advanced  to  Gunn,  and  security  taken  for 
it,  or  whether  it  was  an  absolute  sale  by  Gunn  and  purchase 
by  the  plaintiffs. 

3.  Whether  the  transaction  was  bona  fide  between  the 
plaintiffs  and  Gunn — that  is,  a sale  at  the  time — or  whether 
it  was  in  the  nature  of  a transfer  to  the  plaintiffs  in  trust 
for  and  to  benefit  Gunn ; or  was  he  to  derive  any  advantage 
from  it  after  the  transaction  completed. 

The  jury  answered  all  these  questions  in  the  plaintiff’s 
favour,  by  saying  that  Gunn  was  not  insolvent  either  on  the 
20th  of  September,  1858,  or  on  the  3rd  of  January,  1859  ; 
that  the  transaction  was  a bona  fide  sale  to  the  plaintiffs, 
and  not  in  trust  for  Gunn  in  any  way. 

Whereupon  a verdict  was  entered  for  the  plaintiffs. 
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M.  C.  Cameron  obtained  rules  nisi  for  a new  trial  in  both 
•cases.  He  cited  Lunn  v.  Thornton,  1 C.  B.  379  ; Atkinson 
y.  Bell,  8 B.  & C.  282. 

Cameron , Q.  C.,  and  Freeman , Q.  C.,  shewed  cause,  and 
cited  Harris  v.  Bickett,  4 H.  & N.  1 ; Wood  v.  Bell,  5 E.  & 
B.  772,  791 ; S.  C.  In  Error,  6 E.  & B.  361 ; Baker  v,  Gray, 
17  G.  B.  462 ; Williams  v.  Fitzmaurice,  3 H.  & N.  844 ; 
Clarke  et  al.  v.  Spence,  4 A.  & E.  448;  Bell  v.  Bank  of 
London,  3 H.  & N.  730  ; James  v.  Griffin,  2 M.  & W.  622. 

Robinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

As  to  the  first  objection,  that  the  transaction  in  Septem- 
ber, 1858, between  these  parties  could  not  pass  the  property, 
we  think  we  must  hold  that  the  property  could  and  did  pass, 
if  the  agreement  were  such  as  was  proved,  and  as  the  jury 
found  it  to  be. 

The  distinction  between  such  cases  as  Mucklow  v. 
Mangles,  (1  Taunt.  318,)  Atkinson  v.  Bell,  (8  B.  & C. 
277,)  and  other  cases  of  that  class,  and  the  later  cases 
•cited  by  Mr.  Freeman , of  Clarke  et  al.  v.  Spence,  (4  A.  & 
E.  448,)  Baker  v.  Gray,  (17  C.  B.  462,)  and  Wood  v.  Bell, 
(5  E.  & B.  772,)  seems  to  be  now  fully  recognised.  We 
refer  to  Baker  v.  Gray  only  for  the  discussion  of  the  prin- 
ciple which  it  contains. 

It  is  true  that  the  agreement  in  September,  1858,  was 
a verbal  agreement,  but  this  is  not  an  action  to  charge 
the  plaintiffs  or  defendant  upon  a contract  for  the  sale 
of  a chattel.  It  is  a question  raised  upon  the  fact  of  a 
sale  having  been  accomplished,  and  that  a sale  may  be 
perfected  by  verbal  agreement  as  well  as  by  writing  can- 
not be  doubted.  It  is  true  the  engines  continued  in  the  pos- 
session of  Gunn,  but  they  were  incapable  of  delivery  over 
consistently  with  the  objects  of  the  agreement.  They  neces- 
sarily remained  in  his  hands  till  completed.  No  ground  for 
suspicion  arises  from  the  possession  not  being  changed, for  it 
could  not  be  changed  under  the  circumstances,  and  the  chattel 
mortgage  act  does  not,  as  we  think,  apply  to  such  a case, 
where  the  engines  were  necessarily  to  remain  in  Gunn’s  shop 
to  be  completed. 
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The  second  objection  relates  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  deed, 
and  is  unimportant  if  the  contract  of  September,  1858,  was 
capable  of  vesting  the  property  in  the  plaintiffs,  as  we  think 
it  was. 

The  third  objection  we  think  is  clearly  not  tenable.  Any 
executions  in  the  sheriff’s  hands  against  the  goods  of  Gunn, 
at  the  suit  of  other  parties  than  the  defendant,  would  only 
have  the  effect  of  disabling  Gunn  from  disposing  of  the  pro- 
perty to  the  prejudice  of  the  plaintiffs  in  such  executions,  but 
this  action  is  not  a contest  with  any  such  creditor,  but  with 
one  who  took  out  execution  after  the  alleged  sale. 

We  think  the  property  may  be  held  to  have  been  suffi- 
ciently described  in  the  assignment  of  January,  1859,  if  that 
were  necessary  to  be  determined. 

This  disposes  of  the  several  exceptions  moved  as  grounds 
of  nonsuit. 

Upon  the  first  point  we  have  had  a good  deal  of  hesitation, 
though  we  think  the  authorities  do  lead  to  the  conclusion 
upon  it  that  we  have  expressed. 


Eule  discharged  in  each  case. 
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Whitehouse  v.  Eoots. 

Covenant,  on  mortgage  given  for  purchase  money — Equitable  plea — Title 
defective  owing  to  prior  mortgage  upon  the  land — Replication , assignment 
of  such  mortgage. 

To  an  action  on  a covenant  for  payment  of  mortgage  money  defendant 
pleaded,  on  equitable  grounds,  that  the  mortgage  was  of  certain  land : 
that  before  executing  the  same  the  plaintiff  was  or  professed  to  be  owner 
of  said  land  free  from  incumbrances,  and  as  such  owner  proposed  to 
defendant  to  purchase  the  same  : that  defendant,  relying  upon  the  repre- 
sentations of  the  plaintiff  that  he  was  the  owner  of  the  said  land,  free 
from  incumbrances,  purchased  the  same  from  the  plaintiff  for  £300,  and 
paid  him  £75  on  account,  and  thereupon  the  plaintiff  executed  a deed  to 
him  containingthe  usual  covenants  for  title  free  from  incumbrances,  and 
defendant  executed  the  mortgage  declared  on  to  secure  the  balance  of 
purchase  money  : that  the  plaintiff  was  not  then  the  owner  of  said 
land  free  from  encumbrances,  but  there  was  a mortgage  to  the  Trust 
and  Loan  Company,  including  this  and  other  lands,  theretofore  executed 
by  one  G-.  W.,  which  fact  was  not  communicated  to  defendant,  but  was 
concealed  from  him  at  the  time  of  said  sale,  otherwise  he  would  not 
have  purchased  said  land,  or  executed  the  mortgage  declared  on  : that 
the  said  mortgage  to  the  Trust  and  Loan  Company  not  having  been 
paid,  the  land  was  sold  under  their  power  of  sale,  whereby  defendant 
lost  and  was  deprived  of  said  land,  and  his  improvements  thereon,  to- 
gether with  the  money  already  paid  by  him ; and  defendant  alleged 
that  the  plaintiff  was  wholly  insolvent,  so  that  he  could  recover  noth- 
ing from  him,  and  that  it  would  therefore  be  inequitable  to  allow  him 
to  compel  payment  of  the  balance  of  said  purchase  money. 

The  plaintiff  demurred  to  this  plea ; and  replied  that  before  action  he 
had  assigned  the  mortgage  and  the  money  secured  by  it  for  a valuable 
consideration,  and  that  the  assignees,  for  whose  benefit  the  suit  was 
brought, had  no  notice  or  knowledge  of  the  facts  pleaded : that  the  con- 
veyance of  said  land  to  defendant  was  executed  by  one  W.  and  not  by 
the  plaintiff;  and  that  at  the  execution  thereof  defendant  had  notice 
of  the  mortgage  to  the  Trust  and  Loan  Company,  &c.,  &c. 

Held , on  demurrer,  that  the  plea  was  insufficient,  for  the  covenants  for 
title  in  the  deed,  which  must  be  assumed  to  be  qualified,  would  afford 
no  ground  of  action  for  the  incumbrance  complained  of,  not  created  by 
the  plaintiff ; and  there  was  no  allegation  of  fraud  on  the  plaintiff’s 
part  which  would  entitle  defendant  to  relief  in  equity. 

Held,  also,  that  if  the  plea  were  sufficient  the  replication  contained  a 
clear  answer  to  the  defence  set  up  by  it. 

Quwre,  whether  the  plea  was  bad  as  shewing  an  equitable  defence  not 
admissible  under  the  C.  L.  P.  Act. 

Declaration,  on  defendant’s  covenant  to  pay  the  plain- 
tiff £56  5s.  on  the  28th  of  February,  1859,  with  interest 
on  £112  10s.  from  the  28th  of  February,  1858. 

Plea,  on  equitable  grounds,  that  the  deed  in  the  declaration 
mentioned  is  a certain  indenture  of  bargain  and  sale  by  way 
of  mortgage,  made  by  the  said  defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  of 
the  lands  and  premises  following,  that  is  to  say,  (describing 
them  by  metes  and  bounds,  being  five  acres  of  lot  19,  in  the 
broken  front  concession  of  the  township  of  Westminster,) 
which  said  indenture  of  mortgage  is  subject  to  a proviso  for 
5 u.  c.  q.  b.  20. 
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making  tlie  same  void  on  payment  to  the  plaintiff  of  the  sum 
of  £225,  with  interest,  at  the  times  and  in  manner  therein 
specified,  and  contains  a covenant  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ant for  the  payment  of  the  sum  of  money  in  the  declaration 
mentioned  to  the  plaintiff. 

And  the  defendant  further  saitli,  that  heretofore,  and  be- 
fore the  making  of  the  said  indenture  of  mortgage  by  the 
defendant,  the  plaintiff  was  or  professed  to  be  the  owner  of 
the  said  land,  with  other  lands  adjoining  thereto,  free  from 
all  incumbrances,  and  as  such  owner  proposed  to  the  de- 
fendant to  purchase  the  said  five  acres  of  land  hereinbefore 
described ; and  the  defendant,  relying  upon  the  statements 
and  representations  of  the  plaintiff  that  he  was  the  proprietor 
of  the  land  free  from  all  incumbrances,  did  accordingly  pur- 
chase from  the  plaintiff  the  said  five  acres  of  land  at  and  for 
the  price  or  sum  of  £300,  and  then  paid  the  plaintiff  the 
sum  of  £75  on  account  of  such  purchase  money,  and  there- 
upon the  plaintiff  executed  a deed  of  bargain  and  sale,  or 
caused  to  be  conveyed  to  the  defendant  the  said  five  acres 
hereinbefore  described,  containing  the  usual  covenants  for 
title,  free  from  all  incumbrances,  and  the  defendant  execut- 
ed to  the  plaintiff  the  mortgage  on  the  said  five  acres  here- 
inbefore mentioned,  and  in  the  declaration  declared  on,  to 
secure  to  the  plaintiff  the  balance  of  the  said  purchase 
money,  and  not  otherwise. 

And  the  defendant  further  saith,  that  at  the  time  of  the 
said  sale,  and  of  the  making  of  the  said  deed  and  mortgage, 
the  plaintiff  was  not  the  owner  of  the  said  lands  free  from  all 
incumbrances,  but,  on  the  contrary  thereof,  at  the  time  of 
such  sale  to  the  defendant  there  existed  upon  the  said  land 
so  sold  to  the  defendant,  and  upon  other  lands  adjoining 
thereto,  formerly  owned  by  the  plaintiff,  a mortgage  to  the 
Trust  and  Loan  Company  of  Upper  Canada, theretofore  made 
by  one  George  Whitehouse,  the  younger,  for  securing  to  the 
said  company  the  payment  of  a large  sum  of  money,  which 
fact  was  not  communicated  to  the  defendant,  but  was  con- 
cealed from  him  at  the  time  of  the  said  sale,  otherwise  he 
would  not  have  purchased  the  said  five  acres,  nor  would  he 
have  executed  the  mortgage  declared  on.  And  the  defendant 
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further  saith,  that  neither  the  plaintiff,  nor  the  said  George 
Whitehouse,  the  younger,  did  pay  to  the  said  Trust  and 
Loan  Company  the  money  secured  by  the  said  mortgage  to 
them,  or  any  part  thereof,  at  the  time  when  it  became  due, 
but  therein  wholly  failed  and  made  default,  whereupon  the 
said  company,  heretofore,  and  after  the  making  by  the  de- 
fendant to  the  plaintiff  of  the  mortgage  declared  on,  and 
before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  under  and  by  virtue 
of  a power  of  sale  contained  in  the  said  mortgage  to  them, 
the  Trust  and  Loan  Company,  in  order  to  realize  the  money 
thereby  secured,  absolutely  sold  and  conveyed  to  divers  per- 
sons the  land  therein  described,  and  amongst  others  the 
said  five  acres  of  land  so  sold  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant, 
and  for  securing  the  balance  of  the  purchase  money  of  which 
to  the  plaintiff  the  mortgage  declared  on  was  given,  whereby 
the  defendant  not  only  lost  and  was  deprived  of  the  said  five 
acres  of  land,  and  divers  large  improvements  made  and 
erected  by  him,  but  also  divers  large  sums  of  money  paid  by 
him  to  the  plaintiff  on  account  of  the  purchase  money  thereof 
before  the  said  sale  by  the  said  Trust  and  Loan  Company. 

And  the  defendant  further  saith,  that  the  plaintiff  is 
wholly  insolvent,  and  the  defendant  therefore  could  not  re- 
cover or  realize  from  him  his,  the  defendant’s,  damages 
sustained  by  reason  of  such  encumbrances  on  and  defect  of 
title  to  the  said  five  acres  of  land  hereinbefore  mentioned, 
and  by  means  of  which  the  defendant  lost  and  was  deprived 
of  the  land  as  aforesaid ; and  so  the  defendant  saith  that 
it  would  be  unjust,  and  contrary  to  equity  and  good  con- 
science, to  allow  the  plaintiff  to  recover  from  the  defendant 
the  balance  of  the  said  mortgage  money,  being  the  money 
in  the  said  declaration  mentioned,  or  any  part  thereof ; 
and  this  the  defendant  is  ready  to  verif}^. 

Replication , on  equitable  grounds,  that  the  deed  in  the 
declaration  mentioned,  and  the  premises  thereby  conveyed, 
and  the  moneys  thereby  covenanted  to  be  paid  to  the  said 
plaintiff  and  his  assigns,  were  by  a certain  indenture  of 
bargain  and  sale  by  way  of  assignment,  dated  the  10th  of 
September,  1856,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this 
action,  and  executed  by  the  said  plaintiff,  conveyed,  assigned, 
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and  made  over  to  John  Charles  Robinson,  of,  &c.,  and  Wil- 
liam Elliott,  of,  &c.,  absolutely,  for  a valuable  consideration 
then  paid  by  the  said  J.  C.  E.  and  W.E.,  to  the  said  plain- 
tiff, and  that  the  said  J.  C.  E.  and  W.  E.  had  not,  nor  had 
either  of  them,  any  notice  or  knowledge  of  any  of  the  alleged 
facts  or  circumstances  in  the  said  plea  set  forth  as  matters 
of  defence  on  equitable  grounds,  before,  or  at  the  time  of, 
or  until  long  after  such  execution  and  payment ; and  at 
the  date  of  such  execution  and  payment  the  said  plaintiff 
ceased  to  be,  and  the  said  J.  C.  E.  and  W.  E.,  became,  and 
they  have  ever  since  continued,  and  now  are,  under  the 
said  indenture  of  assignment,  entitled  to  the  said  indenture  of 
mortgage,  lands  and  money ; and  that  this  action  is  brought 
for  the  sole  benefit  of  the  said  J.  C.  E.  and  W.  E.,  and  not 
for  the  benefit  of  the  said  plaintiff. 

And  the  plaintiff  further  says  that  the  conveyance  of  the 
land  to  the  defendant  mentioned  in  the  defendant’s  equit- 
able plea,  and  in  which  he  states  the  usual  covenants  for 
title  were  contained,  was  executed  by  one  Joseph  Hollis 
Whitehouse  to  the  defendant, and  not  bythe  plaintiff, and  that 
at  the  time  of  the  execution  thereof  the  defendant  had 
notice  of  the  prior  mortgage  to  the  Trust  and  Loan  Com- 
pany in  the  defendant’s  equitable  plea  mentioned ; and  the 
plaintiff  further  saith,  that  the  alleged  equities  cannot  pre- 
vail as  a defence  to  this  action  against  the  said  J.  C.  E.  and 
W.  E.,  as  purchasers  for  valuable  consideration  without 
notice  of  the  same. 

And  the  said  plaintiff  also  says,  that  after  the  execution  of 
the  said  indenture  of  assignment  to  J.  C.  E.  and  W.  E.,  and 
after  the  said  defendant  had  notice  thereof,  and  of  the  mort- 
gage to  the  Trust  and  Loan  Company  in  the  said  plea  men- 
tioned, and  many  months  ago,  two  several  actions  at  law 
were  commenced  against  the  said  defendant  on  the  said 
covenant  for  payment,  in  respect  of  former  breaches  of  the 
same,  to  which  action  the  said  defendant  offered  no  legal 
or  equitable  defence  at  the  trials  thereof,  and  judgments 
were  entered  up  for  the  plaintiffs  in  the  same,  and  executions 
issued  thereon ; and  also  that  after  such  notice  of  the  said 
mortgage  to  the  Trust  and  Loan  Company  the  said  defend- 
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ant  went  into  possession  of  the  said  premises,  and  at  all 
events  continued  in  such  possession,  and  removed  buildings 
from  the  same,  and  executed  acts  of  ownership  thereon ; and 
the  said  plaintiff  says  that  the  said  defendant  hath  by  his 
conduct  and  default  aforesaid,  and  otherwise,  confirmed  and 
acquiesced  in  the  transactions  in  the  said  plea  set  forth,  and 
hath  been  guilty  of  laches  and  delay  in  the  assertion  of  his 
alleged  equities  in  the  said  plea  set  up,  and  hath  abandoned 
the  same,  and  that  by  reason  of  the  premises  he  is  not  now 
entitled  to  insist  thereon. 

And  the  plaintiff  further  saith,  that  after  the  making  of 
the  deed  by  the  said  Joseph  Hollis  Whitehouse  to  the  de- 
fendant as  aforesaid,  and  which  said  deed  the  defendant 
erroneously  alleges  in  his  said  plea  was  made  by  the  plain- 
tiff, the  defendant  executed  an  indenture  of  mortgage  to 
secure  to  the  plaintiff  upon  the  said  land  the  payment  of  the 
sum  of  £225,  with  interest,  as  in  the  said  indenture  of 
mortgage  is  set  forth,  and  the  defendant  thereby  ^covenanted 
with  the  plaintiff,  his  executors,  administrators  or  assigns, 
that  he,  the  defendant,  at  the  time  of  the  sealing  and  delivery 
of  the  said  mortgage,  had  and  stood  rightfully  seised  of  a 
sure,  perfect,  and  indefeasible  estate  of  inheritance  in  fee 
simple,  of  and  in  the  lands  thereinbefore  described,  with  the 
appurtenances  thereto  belonging,  and  also  that  he  had  good 
right  and  full  power  to  convey  and  dispose  of  the  said  lands, 
with  the  appurtenances,  in  the  manner  thereinbefore  set 
forth ; and  the  plaintiff  saith  that  the  money  secured  by  the 
said  mortgage  is  still  unpaid,  and  that  the  covenant  upon 
which  this  action  is  brought  is  contained  in  the  said  inden- 
ture of  mortgage;  and  therefore  the  defendant  has  no  remedy 
either  at  law  or  in  equity. 

The  plaintiff  also  demurred  to  the  plea,  on  the  grounds 
that  the  same  does  not  shew  any  ground  upon  which  a court 
of  equity  would  restrain  the  plaintiff  unconditionally  from 
proceeding  with  this  action,  or  relieve  the  said  defendant 
from  his  common  law  liability  upon  the  covenant  sought  to  be 
recovered  on,  it  not  being  stated  or  shewn  that  any  such  fraud 
was  practised  on  the  said  defendant  in  or  about  procuring 
the  said  mortgage  to  be  executed  by  him  as  would  avoid  the 
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whole  transaction  in  the  said  plea  set  forth,  and  the  said 
defendant  not  claiming  any  such  relief,  but  on  the  contrary 
insisting  on  the  covenant  against  encumbrances  in  the  said 
plea  mentioned;  and  it  not  being  shewn  that  the  said 
defendant  has  any  other  ground  of  equitable  relief  in  the 
premises,  the  only  remedy  of  the  said  defendant  in  the  pre- 
mises being  by  way  of  cross  action  upon  the  said  covenant 
against  encumbrances  in  the  said  plea  mentioned,  and  the 
alleged  insolvency  of  the  said  plaintiff  forming  no  ground 
for  the  interference  of  a court  of  equity. 

The  defendant  demurred  to  the  replication,  assigning  as 
grounds  of  demurrer,  that  the  said  replication  admits  the  facts 
stated  in  the  plea,  and  that  such  facts  constitute  a good 
defence  as  between  the  defendant  and  the  plaintiff  on  the 
record,  and  nothing  in  the  said  replication  contained  could 
place  the  alleged  assignees  of  the  mortgage  in  a better 
position  than  the  plaintiff  himself,  because  a covenant  in  a 
mortgage,  such  as  that  declared  on,  being  a mere  chose  in 
action,  is  not  assignable  at  law  so  as  to  give  the  assignee  a 
right  of  action  in  his  own  name,  and  the  assignee  in  equity 
takes  only  subject  to  all  the  equities  and  grounds  of  defence 
that  may  exist  as  between  the  original  parties,  even  though 
the  assignees  may  have  had  no  notice  of  such  equities  and 
grounds  of  defence : that  the  said  replication  does  not  state 
that  the  said  mortgage  to  the  Trust  and  Loan  Company  was 
not  registered,  and  if  registered  the  said  J.  C.  E.  and  W.  E. 
must  have  had  notice  thereof,  as  registry  is  notice  to  all : 
that  it  is  not  shewn  that  the  actions  of  law  referred  to  in  said 
replication  were  brought  or  tried  after  the  sale  by  the  Trust 
and  Loan  Company  under  their  mortgage,  and  if  not  after 
such  sale, then  such  actions  could  not  have  been  successfully 
resisted,  as  the  equitable  defence  did  not  fully  arise  until 
after  such  sale,  and  the  defendant  did  not  and  could  not 
know  but  that  the  plaintiff  or  his  said  assignees  would 
have  paid  off  the  said  Trust  and  Loan  Company’s  mortgage, 
as  they  should  have  done,  and  have  protected  the  defendant’s 
land  therefrom,  and  at  all  events  neither  the  recovery  of 
judgments  in  the  said  actions  without  defence,  nor  the 
alleged  possession  of  the  said  land  by  the  defendant,  which 
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must  have  been  before  the  enforcement  of  the  said  mort- 
gage by  the  Trust  and  Loan  Company,  if  at  all,  can  affect 
the  defendant’s  equitable  defence  in  this  action. 

Anderson  and  Blake  for  the  plaintiff,  cited  Broom  Leg. 
Max.  691 ; Lowndes  v.  Lane,  2 Cox.  Ch.  Cas.  368;  Attwood 
y.  Small,  6 Cl.  & Fin.  357,  523;  Sug.  Y.  & P.  13th  Ed.  208, 
211,  273,  274,  443;  Boyes  v.  McGregor,  8 C.  P.  244;  Dobell 
y.  Stevens,  3 B.  & C.  623;  Small  v.  Attwood,  Younge  461, 
462;  Pickering  v.  Dowson,  4 Taunt.  779;  Smith  Lea.  Cas. 
II.,  61,  69;  Edwards  v.  McLeay,  Coop.  308,  S.  C.  2 Swans. 
289;  Legge  v.  Croker,  1 Ball  & B.  506;  Gibson  v.  D’Este, 

2 Y.  & C.  542,  S.  C.  Norn.  Wilde  and  Wife  v.  Gibson,  1 H. 
L.  Cas.  605;  Sug.  on  Propy.  596,  644,  Am.  Ed.;  Early  v. 
Garrett,  9 B.  & C.  928;  Dart  on  Y.  & P.  378;  Cator  v.  Earl 
of  Pembroke,  1 Br.  C.  C.  301 ; Lord  Portarlington  v.  Graham, 
5 Sim.  416;  Campbell  v.  Fleming,  1 A.  & E.  40;  Lovell  v. 
Hicks,  2 Y.  & C.  46:  Montague  v.  Hill,  4 Buss.  428. 

R.  A.  Harrison , for  defendant,  cited  Anon,  2 Ch.  Cas.  19; 
Sug.  on  Propy.  442;  Nash  v.  Brown,  6 C.  B.  584;  Ord  v. 
White,  3 Beav.  357;  Plammond  v.  Messenger,  9 Sim.  327 ; 
Davis  v.  Hawke,  4 U.  C.  Chy.  Kep.  394;  Moffatt  v.  The 
Bank  of  Upper  Canada,  5 U.  C.  Chy.  Bep.  394;  Earl  of 
Macclesfield  v.  Fitton,  1 Yern,  168;  Bradwell  v.  Catclipole, 

3 Swans.  78  note  a. ; Williams  v.  Sorrell,  4 Ves.  389 ; Cham- 
. bers  v.  Goldwin,  9 Yes.  264;  Gooderham  v.  DeGrassi,  2 U. 

C.  Chy.  Bep.  135. 

Bobinson,  C.  J. — -This  plea,  it  must  be  admitted,  sets 
forth  a very  hard  case,  but  one  that  would  be  more  or  less 
hard  according  to  the  care  used  by  the  defendant  to  pro- 
tect himself  in  his  transaction  with  the  plaintiff. 

It  is  not  pretended  that  the  facts  stated  in  the  plea  form 
any  legal  bar  to  the  plaintiff’s  recovering  against  the  de- 
fendant upon  his  covenant;  then  do  they  constitute  a 
sufficient  equitable  defence  ? 

The  defendant  does  not  allege  in  the  plea  in  positive  and 
direct  terms  that  the  plaintiff  made  any  representations  to 
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him  before  or  at  the  time  of  the  sale  upon  the  goodness  of 
his  title,  but  merely  asserts  that  the  plaintiff  was  or  professed 
to  be  the  owner,  which  does  not  amount  to  a statement  that 
he  made  any  profession  about  it  to  any  body.  But  it  would 
be  idle  to  talk  of  verbal  statements  by  the  plaintiff,  either 
direct  or  indirect,  made  before  or  at  the  time  of  the  sale, 
when  the  plaintiff,  as  the  plea  states,  made  him  a convey- 
ance containing  the  usual  covenants  for  title,  if  this  defect  or 
incumbrance  were  one  which  would  be  covered  by  such  cove- 
nants as  are  stated.  We  cannot  look  out  of  the  deed  for 
any  other  assurances  of  title  beyond  those  express  cove- 
nants, nor  can  it  be  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining 
any  remedy  or  relief,  either  at  law  or  in  equity,  though 
untrue  statements  fraudulently  made  by  the  plaintiff  to  the 
defendant  of  other  matters  relating  to  or  connected  with  the 
property,  might  form  a sufficient  ground  to  the  defendant  for 
rescinding  the  purchase,  and  for  relief  against  the  payment 
of  the  purchase  money. 

In  the  next  place,  it  is  to  be  considered  that  the  mortgage 
made  to  the  Trust  and  Loan  Company,  according  to  the  plea, 
was  not  an  incumbrance  created  by  the  plaintiff,  but  by 
another  person,  and  so  not  necessarily  within  the  knowledge 
of  the  plaintiff  more  than  of  the  defendant ; and  the  plea 
does  not  aver  that  the  plaintiff,  when  he  sold  to  the  defend- 
ant and  took  back  from  him  the  mortgage  sued  upon,  had  in 
fact  any  notice  or  knowledge  of  the  mortgage  to  the  Trust 
and  Loan  Company.  I do  not  think  that  the  averment  in 
the  plea  that  that  mortgage  was  not  communicated  to  the 
defendant,  but  was  concealed  from  him  at  the  time  of  the 
sale,  can  be  taken  as  equivalent  to  an  averment  that  the 
plaintiff  knew  of  the  former  transaction  to  which  he  was  no 
party.  The  plaintiff  could  not  be  expected  to  communicate 
that  fact  unless  he  had  knowledge  of  it,  and  though  the  de- 
fendant does  say  that  the  mortgage  was  concealed  from 
him,  he  does  not  say  that  the  plaintiff  concealed  it,  and  if  he 
had  I do  not  think  that  what  may  be  thought  to  be  implied 
or  involved  in  the  use  of  that  expression  “ concealed can 
be  relied  upon  as  dispensing  with  a direct  averment  that  the 
plaintiff  knew  of  the  incumbrance.  It  is  not  stated  in  the 
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plea  that  the  mortgage  to  the  Trust  and  Loan  Company  was 
not  on  record  in  the  proper  county,  and  so  open  to  the 
knowledge  of  every  person  searching,  but  I do  not  think 
that  any  thing  could  turn  upon  that. 

These  considerations  are  independent  of  the  objections 
which  are  taken  to  the  plea,  as  not  being  an  admissible 
equitable  plea  within  the  meaning  of  the  Common  Law  Pro- 
cedure Act,  though  bearing,  some  of  them,  upon  the  ques- 
tion whether  the  facts  pleaded  would  give  a claim  to  relief 
in  equity,  by  way  of  injunction  against  any  proceeding  to 
recover  the  unpaid  purchase  money.  That  is  a question 
which  could  be  more  satisfactorily  dealt  with  if  we  knew 
precisely  what  were  the  covenants  in  the  deed  given  by  the 
plaintiff  to  the  defendant.  All  that  is  stated  respecting 
them  is  that  the  deed  “contained  the  usual  covenants  for 
title  free  from  all  incumbrances.”  I assume  that  to  mean 
such  covenants  as  are  usual  with  conveyancers,  and  I assume 
also  that  in  this  country  the  covenants  for  title  which  a pur- 
chaser receives  are  not  in  general  absolute  and  unrestricted, 
but  are  confined  to  acts  done  or  suffered  by  the  grantor, 
though  I am  aware  that  in  early  times  in  this  province, 
when  real  estates  were  of  less  value,  and  attention  had  been 
little  drawn  to  the  distinction,  and  when  conveyances  were 
perhaps  for  the  most  part  drawn  by  persons  without  pro- 
fessional knowledge,  covenants  for  title  were  very  frequently 
absolute  and  unrestricted.  I will  suppose  that  the  defendant 
held  from  the  plaintiff  those  covenants  for  title  only  which  at 
the  present  day  are  usual  among  conveyancers  in  England 
and  here  : that  is,  covenants  against  any  acts  done  or 
suffered  by  the  plaintiff,  and  not  those  done  or  suffered  by 
persons  who  owned  the  estate  before  him. 

Looking,  then,  at  the  statements  in  the  plea  as  not  affected 
by  any  facts  stated  for  the  first  time  in  the  replication,  the 
first  question  is,  do  they  shew  a case  for  resisting  in  equity 
the  recovery  of  the  unpaid  purchase  money  upon  the  ground 
of  fraud  ? I have  already  intimated  that  I think  they  do 
not,  for  in  a case  like  this,  where  the  conveyance  has  been 
executed,  if  there  are  no  covenants  in  it  which  cover  the 
defect  or  incumbrance,  the  purchaser,  as  a gene.ral  rule,  is 
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considered  to  liave  been  content  to  take  the  risk  of  such 
defect  or  incumbrance  upon  himself ; and  if,  on  the  other 
hand,  the  covenants  are  such  as  will  afford  a remedy  in  the 
particular  case,  then  the  vendee  is  left,  as  a general  rule,  to 
his  remedy  upon  the  covenants.  Fraud  in  the  vendor,  it  is 
true,  creates  an  exception  from  the  principle  in  either  case,, 
and  where  that  is  established  the  fact  of  the  contract  having 
been  executed  by  delivery  of  the  deed,  will  not  deprive  the 
vendee  of  his  right  to  relief,  and  it  will  not  be  material  in 
such  a case  whether  the  covenants  do  or  do  not  extend  to 
the  particular  defect  or  incumbrance.  But  then  the  fraud 
which  will  give  a claim  to  equitable  relief  in  such  a case, 
must  be  the  actual  personal  fraud  of  the  vendor,  his  either 
misleading  the  purchaser  by  some  statement  false  in  fact, 
and  known  by  him  to  be  so,  or  his  fraudulently  concealing 
a defect  or  incumbrance  of  which  he  had  knowledge,  and 
which  was  unknown  to  the  purchaser. 

I do  not  think  that  fraud  of  this  description  is  either 
sufficiently  charged  in  the  plea,  or  can  properly  be  inferred 
from  the  facts  set  out,  for  if  we  could  take  the  plaintiff’s 
covenants  for  title  to  be  absolute  and  unrestricted,  which  I 
do  not  think  we  can  from  the  statement  in  the  plea,  it  does 
not  seem  to  be  held  that  they  come  within  the  meaning  of 
a “representation,”  with  a view  to  make  out  a case  of  fraud; 
and,  besides,  if  we  should,  as  I think,  intend  them  to  be 
restricted  covenants,  then  they  could  not  be  extended  so  as  ' 
to  include  defects  or  incumbrances  created  before  the  plain- 
tiff became  seised. 

Then  the  next  question  to  be  considered  is,  do  the  state- 
ments in  the  plea  shew  a good  ground  of  relief  in  equity 
against  being  compelled  to  pay  the  purchase  money,  upon 
the  other  principle  on  which  such  equitable  relief  is  fre- 
quently given ; that  is,  to  prevent  the  circuity  of  action 
which  wrould  follow  if  the  purchaser  should  be  compelled  to 
pay  the  price,  and  be  left  to  recover  it  back  by  action  on 
his  covenants?  This  is  a ground  wholly  independent  of 
fraud. 

The  plea  appears  to  me  to  fail  in  making  out  such  a case, 
for  the  reason  to  which  I have  just  referred,  namely,  that 
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the  “ usual  covenants  for  title,”  which  are  all  that  the  plain- 
tiff is  alleged  in  the  plea  to  have  given,  would  afford  no 
remedy  to  the  defendant  on  account  of  an  eviction  arising 
from  an  incumbrance  created  not  by  the  plaintiff,  but  by 
George  Whitehouse,  a former  owner  of  the  property,  and 
therefore  there  is  no  pretence  for  applying  the  principle  of 
avoiding  circuity  of  action  ; and  the  defect  in  the  title  is  not 
one  which  could  be  set  up  as  a reason  for  resisting  the  pay- 
ment of  the  purchase  money.  In  this  view  of  the  case  the 
allegation  in  the  plea  of  the  plaintiff  being  insolvent  can- 
not be  material,  nor  would  it,  perhaps,  at  any  rate  be  of  con- 
sequence in  the  case,  for  if  there  were  in  the  plaintiff’s  deed 
to  the  defendant  covenants  which  would  cover  the  defect  in 
the  title,  the  plea,  it  may  be  contended,  does  sufficiently  set 
up  an  eviction  to  entitle  the  defendant  to  equitable  relief 
against  paying  the  purchase  money,  though  it  must  be  con- 
fessed that  eviction  of  the  defendant  is  not  precisely  averred. 
The  plea  only  states  that  the  defendant,  by  the  sale  under 
the  power  contained  in  Whitehouse’s  mortgage,  lost  and  was 
deprived  of  the  land,  and  of  the  improvements  he  had  placed 
upon  it,  which  may  not  have  been  intended  to  mean  that  he 
has  actually  lost  the  possession,  but  only  that  he  has  lost  the 
title  to  the  land ; and  this  of  course  would  not  be  equivalent 
to  eviction,  and  would  not  have  the  same  effect  in  enabling 
the  purchaser  to  resist  payment  of  the  purchase  money 
where  there  have  been  proper  covenants  to  meet  the  case, 
and  where  there  has  been  no  fraud. 

Much  more  might  be  said  upon  the  question  of  the  suffi- 
ciency or  insufficiency  of  this  plea,  for  it  opens  many  points 
for  consideration  ; but  holding  it  to  be  insufficient  for  the 
reasons  stated,  I need  not  go  into  other  grounds,  such  as 
the  objection  that  the  plea  is  not  of  such  a nature  as  makes 
it  properly  admissible  in  a court  of  law  under  the  Common 
Law  Procedure  Act,  either  from  the  incompetency  of  the 
court  to  deal  finally  and  fully  with  the  subject  matter,  or  for 
any  other  reason ; and  I think  it  unnecessary  to  consider 
the  plea  more  particularly,  for  the  further  reason,  that  if 
the  plea  were  in  itself  a sufficient  defence,  I am  quite  clear 
that  the  replication  fully  displaces  the  case  which  it  sets  up.. 
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The  defendant  could  certainty  not  contend  successfully  in  a 
eourt  of  equity  for  an  injunction  against  suing  at  law  for  the 
unpaid  purchase  money  on  account  of  a defect  or  incum- 
brance of  which  hehad  knowledge  at  the  time  he  took  his  con- 
veyance, and  to  which  he  took  no  exception,  and  even  waived 
it  subsequently,  when  it  must  have  availed  him  if  it  should 
avail  him  now.  And  there  are  other  grounds  on  which  I 
think  we  must  hold  that  the  replication  is  a good  answer  to 
the  plea,  though  one  or  more  of  them  are  perhaps  such  as 
might  be  rendered  of  no  consequence  by  amendments  which 
the  court  might  be  asked  to  allow  to  be  made  in  the  plea. 

The  averment  in  the  replication,  that  the  deed  to  the  de- 
fendant, under  which  he  holds,  was  in  fact  made  to  him  not 
by  the  plaintiff \ but  by  one  Joseph  Hollis  Whitehouse,  must 
be  taken  to  be  admitted  by  the  demurrer,  and  it  is  a decisive 
answer  to  the  defence  set  up  by  the  plea  so  far  as  it  rests 
upon  any  other  ground  than  fraud,  for  it  thus  appears  that 
the  defendant  could  have  no  remedy  against  the  plaintiff 
upon  any  covenant,  and  therefore  there  is  no  pretence  for  a 
court  of  equity  interposing  in  order  to  prevent  circuity  of 
action. 

And  this  statement  in  the  plea,  moreover,  shew  that  there 
is  no  foundation  for  the  argument  in  this  case  that  the  plain- 
tiff’s own  covenant  for  title  amounted  to  a representation 
that  he  was  owner,  for  it  seems  there  was  no  covenant  or 
conveyance  of  any  kind  from  the  plaintiff  to  defendant, 
though  it  may  well  be  that  it  was  with  the  plaintiff  that  the 
defendant  bargained  for  the  estate,  and  that  in  effect  he 
bought  it  from  him,  though  the  legal  title  may  have  been 
in  Joseph  Whitehouse.  And  there  is,  besides,  this  answer 
given  to  the  plea,  that  the  purchase  money  sued  for  in  this 
action  belongs  in  fact  to  Robinson  and  Elliott,  as  assignees 
of  the  mortgage,  who  purchased  it  for  good  consideration, 
without  any  notice  of  the  prior  mortgage,  or  of  any  defect  in 
the  title ; and  if  a court  of  equity  could  not  give  relief 
to  the  defendant  without  throwing  the  loss  upon  innocent 
purchasers  for  value,  I think  they  would  decline  to  inter- 
fere, and  would  leave  the  defendant  to  his  remedy  under  his 
deed  from  Joseph  Whitehouse,  if  it  contained  covenants  that 
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would  indemnify  him,  or  would  leave  him  to  hear  the  loss  if 
he  were  so  improvident  as  to  take  no  covenants  that  would 
cover  the  defects,  nor  to  make  searches  and  enquiries  that 
would  probably  have  protected  him  against  what  has  hap- 
pened. 

In  my  opinion  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment  on 
both  demurrers. 

Burns,  J. — The  plea  in  this  case  is  defective  in  not 
shewing  what  title  George  Whitehouse  had  which  enabled 
him  to  mortgage  the  five  acres  in  question  to  the  Trust  and 
Loan  Company.  It  is  true  it  is  stated  that  under  the  mort- 
gage so  made  by  George  Whitehouse  the  defendant  has  been 
deprived  of  the  land,  but  whether  it  was  because  he,  George 
Whitehouse,  had  a title  paramount  to  that  of  the  plaintiff, 
or  whether  it  was  such  as  the  plaintiff  could  procure,  or  be- 
cause the  defendant  made  no  resistence,  does  not  in  any  way 
appear.  Besides  this  objection,  I think  the  objection  that 
upon  the  facts  stated  in  the  plea  an  account  would  have  to 
be  directed  is  fatal  to  it.  The  plea  shews  that  the  land  in 
question  was  included  with  other  land  in  the  mortgage  to 
the  Trust  and  Loan  Company.  Assuming  that  George 
Whitehouse  had  a right  to  mortgage  the  land  to  that  com- 
pany, that  fact  does  not  establish  that  the  plaintiff  had  not 
an  equitable  right  to  sell  to  the  defendant,  and  therefore,  as 
we  have  the  matter  before  us  upon  equitable  considerations, 
we  should  have  to  hold  that  the  defendant  was  not  at  liberty 
to  rescind  the  whole  contract,  but  that  it  was  a subject 
matter  of  compensation  between  the  parties.  When  the 
case  comes  to  that,  then  it  is  quite  clear  we  have  no  juris- 
diction, for  a common  law  court  has  not  the  machinery  to 
take  such  accounts.  The  plea  is  framed  upon  the  idea  that 
the  defendant  has  a right  to  rescind  the  whole  contract.  If 
that  position  could  be  maintained,  then  it  would  follow  that 
he  should  have  all  the  money  he  has  already  paid  refunded 
to  him.  Now  when  we  look  at  what  is  stated  in  the  repli- 
cation, if  that  be  true  the  defendant’s  position,  even  supposing 
that  my  view  of  the  plea  be  incorrect,  is  upon  those  facts 
untenable.  Putting  out  of  the  question  the  fact  of  the  de- 
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fendant’s  mortgage  being  assigned,  and  in  fact  held  by  other 
persons  than  the  plaintiff,  the  replication  asserts  that  the 
defendant  had  no  notice  of  the  mortgage  to  the  Trust  and 
Loan  Company  when  he  executed  the  mortgage  to  the 
plaintiff.  If  that  be  true,  it  surely  must  put  an  end  to  any 
defence  stated  in  the  plea  upon  equitable  grounds,  for  if  he 
knew  of  the  existence  of  that  mortgage  when  he  executed 
his  own  to  the  plaintiff  he  cannot  complain,  and  he  could 
not  after  that  claim  to  rescind  the  contract 
I think  judgment  should  be  for  the  plaintiff. 

McLean,  J.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  plaintiff  on  demurrer. 


The  same  case — on  amended  pleadings,  (a) 

Defendant  haring  been  allowed  to  amend,  pleaded  that  before  making 
the  mortgage  sued  on  the  plaintiff  falsely  and  fraudulently  represented 
himself  to  be  the  owner  of  the  land,  free  from  all  incumbrances,  but 
that  the  legal  estate  was  vested  in  one  W. , who  held  in  trust  for  him : 
that  defendant  relying  upon  this  representation  purchased  the  land, 
&c. , although  the  plaintiff  then  well  knew  of  the  mortgage  to  the  Trust 
and  Loan  Company,  which  he  fraudulently  concealed  from  defendant ; 
and  thereupon  said  W.,  at  the  plaint  ff’s  request,  conveyed  to  defend- 
ant by  a deed  containing  absolute  covenants  for  title  free  from  in- 
cumbrances, and  defendant  executed  the  mortgage  sued  on  to  secure 
the  balance  of  purchase  money.  The  plea  then  alleged  the  existence 
of  the  mortgage  to  the  Trust  and  Loan  Company,  which  fact  was 
well  known  to  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  such  sale  and  false  repre- 
sentations, but  was  fraudulently  concealed  by  him  from  defendant  for 
the  purpose  of  defrauding  defendant,  who  otherwise  would  not  have 
purchased:  that  the  land  was  sold  by  the  Trust  and  Loan  Company, 
and  defendant  was  evicted  therefrom,  and  lost  the  same,  &c. 

The  plaintiff  replied  the  assignment  of  the  mortgage  before  action  as 
in  his  previous  replication,  denied  the  false  representations  and 
fraudulent  concealment  alleged,  and  averred  that  the  mortgage  to  the 
Trust  and  Loan  Company  had  been  duly  registered  before  the  execu- 
tion of  the  conveyance  to  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  defendant  had 
notice  of  the  said  mortgage  when  he  executed  that  declared  on;  and 
the  former  actions  brought  on  the  covenant,  and  defendant’s  acts  in 
taking  possession  of  the" land,  &c.,  were  alleged  as  before. 

Held,  on  demurrer  to  the  replication,  that  it  was  clearly  a good  answer 
to  the  plea. 

Semble,  that  the  plea  shewed  a good  legahdefence  on  the  ground  of  fraud, 
but  was  not  such  an  equitable  plea  as  could  be  submitted  under  the 
Common  Law  Procedure  Act. 

The  defendant,  after  the  foregoing  decision,  was  allowed 
to  amend,  and  in  the  plea  as  amended  it  was  alleged,  after 


(a)  This  judgment  was  given  in  Michaelmas  Term,  but  is  reported 
here  for  convenience,  being  connected  with  the  previous  decision. 
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stating  the  mortgage  as  before — that  before  making  the  said 
mortgage  by  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  falsely  and  fraudu- 
lently professed  and  represented  himself  to  be  the  owner  of 
the  said  land,  with  other  lands  adjoining  thereto,  free  from 
all  incumbrances,  but  that  the  legal  estate  was  vested  in  one 
Joseph  Hollis  Whitehouse,  who  held  simply  in  trust  for  the 
plaintiff;  and  as  such  owner  the  plaintiff  proposed  to  the 
said  defendant  to  purchase  the  said  five  acres  of  land  therein 
before  described;  and  the  defendant,  relying  upon  the  state- 
ments and  representations  of  the  plaintiff,  that  he  was  the 
proprietor  of  the  said  land  free  from  all  incumbrances,  did 
accordingly  purchase  from  the  plaintiff  the  said  five  acres 
of  land  for  ^0300,  and  then  paid  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of 
£75  on  account  of  such  purchase  money,  although  the 
plaintiff  at  the  time  of  such  purchase  and  false  representa- 
tions aforesaid,  well  knew  of  the  mortgage  and  incum- 
brances hereinafter  mentioned,  which  he  fraudulently  con- 
cealed from  the  defendant,  and  thereupon  the  said  Joseph 
Hollis  Wliitehouse,  at  the  request  of  the  plaintiff,  and  for 
his  benefit,  executed  a deed  of  bargain  and  sale,  and  the 
plaintiff  caused  to  be  conveyed,  or  professed  so  to  do,  to 
the  defendant  the  said  five  acres  by  the  said  deed,  contain- 
ing full  and  absolute  covenants  for  title,  free  from  all  in- 
cumbrances by  all  persons  whomsoever  done,  committed, 
or  suffered,  and  the  defendant  executed  to  the  plaintiff  the 
said  mortgage,  to  secure  to  the  plaintiff  the  balance  of  the 
said  purchase  money,  and  not  otherwise. 

That  at  the  time  of  the  said  sale,  and  of  the  making  of  the 
said  deed  and  mortgage,  the  plaintiff  was  not  either  the  legal 
or  equitable  owner  of  the  said  lands  free  from  all  incum- 
brances, but,  on  the  contrary  thereof,  at  the  time  of  such 
sale  to  the  defendant  there  existed  upon  the  said  land  so 
sold  to  the  defendant,  and  upon  other  lands  adjoining 
thereto,  formerly  owned  by  the  plaintiff,  a mortgage  to  the 
Trust  and  Loan  Company  of  Upper  Canada,  theretofore 
made  by  one  George  Whitehouse,  the  younger,  for  securing 
to  the  said  company  the  payment  of  a large  sum  of  money, 
which  fact  was  well  known  to  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of 
such  sale  and  false  representations  aforesaid,  and  was  not 
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communicated  to  the  defendant,  but,  on  the  contrary  there- 
of, was  fraudulently  concealed  from  him  by  the  plaintiff,  for 
the  purpose  of  defrauding  the  defendant  at  the  time  of  the 
said  sale,  otherwise  he,  the  defendant,  would  not  have  pur- 
chased the  said  five  acres,  nor  would  he  have  executed  the 
mortgage  declared  on. 

The  plea  then  set  out  the  sale  by  the  Trust  and  Loan 
Company,  as  before,  and  alleged  that  thereby  the  defendant 
was  evicted  from  and  deprived  of  the  said  five  acres  of  land 
and  possession  thereof,  whereby,  &c. ; and  it  concluded,  as 
the  former  plea,  by  an  averment  that  the  plaintiff  and  the 
said  George  H.  Whitehouse  were  wholly  insolvent,  and  that 
it  would  be  inequitable  therefore  to  compel  defendant  to  pay. 

The  plaintiff  replied  to  this  amended  plea,  setting  out,  as 
in  the  previous  replication,  the  assignment  of  the  mortgage 
before  action  brought,  and  that  neither  of  the  assignees  were 
aware  of  the  facts  pleaded.  And  the  plaintiff  further  said 
that  he  did  not  falsely  and  fraudulently  represent  himself  to 
be  the  owner  of  the  said  land,  with  other  land  adjoining 
thereto,  free  from  all  incumbrances,  and  did  not  falsely  and 
fraudulently  conceal  the  same  from  the  defendant,  as  in  the 
said  plea  alleged ; but,  on  the  contrary,  that  long  previous 
to  the  making  of  the  said  deed  by  the  said  Joseph  Hollis 
Whitehouse  of  the  said  five  acres  to  the  defendant,  the 
mortgage  to  the  Trust  and  Loan  Company  had  been  duly 
registered  in  the  registrar’s  office  of  the  county  of  Middlesex, 
where  the  said  lands  were  situated,  and  the  defendant  had 
notice  of  the  existence  of  the  said  mortgage  to  the  Trust  and 
Loan  Company  before  and  at  the  time  when  he  executed 
the  indenture  of  mortgage  in  which  the  covenant  on  which 
this  action  is  brought  is  contained : that  after  the  execution 
of  the  said  indenture  of  assignment  to  the  said  J.  C.  R.  and 
W.  E.,  and  after  the  said  defendant  had  notice  thereof,  and 
of  the  said  mortgage  to  the  Trust  and  Loan  Company  in  the 
said  plea  mentioned,  and  many  months  ago,  two  several 
actions  at  law  were  commenced  against  the  said  defendant 
on  the  said  covenant  for  payment  in  respect  of  former 
breaches  of  the  same,  to  the  first  of  which  actions  the 
defendant  pleaded  on  the  record  that  the  said  indenture  of 
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mortgage  had  been  obtained  by  the  plaintiff  through  fraud, 
nevertheless  a verdict  was  rendered  for  the  plaintiff  for  the 
amount  then  claimed;  and  to  the  second  of  which  said 
actions  the  defendant  offered  no  legal  or  equitable  defence ; 
and  judgments  were  entered  up  for  the  plaintiff  in  the  same, 
and  executions  issued  thereon;  and  also,  that  after  such 
notice  of  the  said  mortgage  to  the  Trust  and  Loan  Company, 
the  said  defendant  went  into  possession  of  the  said  premises, 
&c.,  &c.,  (as  before,)  and  that  by  reason  of  the  premises  he 
was  not  entitled  to  insist  thereon,  or  to  set  up  as  a defence 
to  this  action  the  supposed  false  or  fraudulent  representation 
or  concealment  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  said  plea  mentioned : 
that  after  the  making  of  the  deed  by  the  said  Joseph  Hollis* 
Whitehouse  to  the  defendant  as  aforesaid,  and  when  the 
defendant  was  fully  aware  of  the  existence  of  the  said  mort- 
gage to  the  Trust  and  Loan  Company,  the  defendant  executed 
the  said  indenture  of  mortgage  to  secure  to  the  plaintiff  upon 
the  said  land  the  payment  of  the  sum  of  £225,  &c.,  &c.,  as 
in  the  former  replication. 

Defendant  demurred  to  this  replication : — 1.  Because  the 
same  is  multifarious  and  uncertain.  2.  Because  the  fact 
alleged  in  the  said  plea,  that  the  said  indenture  of  mortgage 
was  placed  on  record,  as  in  the  said  replication  set  forth,  is 
no  answer  to  so  much  of  the  defendant’s  plea  as  alleges  that 
the  plaintiff  made  the  false  and  fraudulent  representations  in 
said  plea  alleged,  or  to  any  other  portion  of  said  plea  which 
defendant  relies  upon  for  defence  to  this  action.  8.  That 
the  said  John  Charles  Robinson  and  William  Elliot  are,  as 
appears  from  the  said  replication,  the  assignees  of  a chose 
in  action,  and  as  such  subject  both  at  law  and  in  equity  to 
all  the  equities  between  the  original  parties. 

R.  A . Harrison  for  the  demurrer.  Blake , contra. 

In  addition  to  the  cases  referred  to  on  the  former  argu- 
ment, page  71,  Hayne  v.  Maltby,  8 T.  R.  488;  Mangles  v. 
Dixon,  8 H.  L.  Cas.  702 ; Stor.  Equ.  Jur.,  sec.  401 ; 
Cockell  v.  Taylor,  15  Beav.  108,  were  cited  for  the  de- 
murrer. 
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Robinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

We  think  this  replication  is  a sufficient  legal  answer  to 
the  plea;  and  that  appears  to  us  so  plain  on  several  grounds, 
that  we  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  consider  at  any  length 
whether  this  plea,  which  we  take  to  be  well  answered,  is  in 
itself  a good  equitable  plea  under  the  statute.  If  it  could 
only  be  upheld  on  that  footing,  my  present  opinion  is  that 
it  would  fail,  for  I take  it  not  to  be  such  an  equitable  plea 
as  the  defendant  is  at  liberty  to  plead ; hut  we  take  it  to  be 
a good  legal  defence  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  and  such  as 
would  have  entitled  the  defendant  to  judgment  in  his  favour 
if  it  had  been  demurred  to,  instead  of  being  met  by  what  we 
take  to  be  a good  replication. 

The  plaintiff,  it  will  he  seen,  expressly  traverses  in  the 
replication  the  fraudulent  representation  imputed  to  him, 
and  he  avers  moreover  that  the  defendant  knew  of  the  in- 
cumbrance before  he  took  the  title,  and  with  this  knowledge 
entered  into  possession,  and  being  sued  in  two  actions  pleaded 
fraud  in  one,  but  failed  to  prove  it,  and  in  the  other  set  up 
no  such  defence.  And  all  this  is  independent  of  the  circum- 
stances that  the  real  plaintiffs  in  this  suit  are  the  assignees 
of  the  mortgage,  who  had  no  knowledge  of  the  fraud. 

Judgment  for  plaintiff  on  demurrer. 


Lambe  v.  Teeter. 

Declaration — Whether  trespass  to  land  or  goods  charged. 

Declaration , that  the  plaintiff  being  the  mortgagee  and  owner,  and  one  F. 
being  the  occupant  by  plaintiff’s  permission,  under  an  overdue  mort- 
gage between  them,  of  a certain  saw  factory  worked  by  a certain  other 
steam  engine  thereon,  all  situate  upon  and  forming  part  of  a certain 
close,  buildings,  erections,  and  appurtenances,  known  as,  &c.,  (describ- 
ing the  land,)  the  defendant,  under  a false  claim  of  purchase  of  such 
steam  engine,  wrongfully  broke,  and  caused  to  be  broken,  such  saw 
factory  for  the  purpose  of  taking,  and  did  thereupon  wrongfully  take, 
and  cause  to  be  taken  therefrom  such  steam  engine,  and  also  thereupon 
wrongfully  took  such  steam  engine,  and  caused  the  same  to  be  wrong- 
fully taken  away  and  converted  to  his  own  use.  Defendant  pleaded, 
1.  That  the  goods  and  chattels  mentioned  were  not  the  plaintiff’s.  2. 
That  the  close  was  not  his. 

Held , on  demurrer,  that  the  declaration  charged  a substantive  trespass 
both  to  the  land  and  goods,  and  that  the  pleas  therefore  were  bad,  as 
professing  each  to  answer  the  whole  cause  of  action,  and  being  a defence 
only  to  part. 

Declaration  that  the  plaintiff,  being  the  mortgagee  and 
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owner,  and  one  Joseph  Flint  being  the  mortgagor  and 
occupant  by  sufferance  or  permission  of  the  plaintiff,  under 
and  by  virtue  of  an  overdue,  unpaid,  and  unsatisfied  inden- 
ture of  mortgage  between  them,  dated  the  1st  of  January, 
1856,  of  a certain  saw  factory,  worked  by  a certain  other 
steam  engine  thereon,  situate  upon  and  forming  portion 
of  a certain  close,  buildings,  erections,  and  appurtenances, 
known  as  lots,  numbers,  &c.,  (describing  the  land,)  the 
defendant,  under  a false  claim  of  purchase  of  such  last 
mentioned  steam  engine  from  certain  assignees  of  said 
Flint,  wdio  had  no  right  or  power  to  sell  the  same,  wrong- 
fully broke,  and  caused  to  be  broken,  such  saw  factory,  for 
the  purpose  of  taking,  and  did  thereupon  wrongfully  take, 
and  cause  to  be  taken  therefrom,  such  steam  engine,  and 
also  thereupon  wrongfully  took  such  steam  engine,  and 
caused  the  same  to  be  wrongfully  taken  away,  and  con- 
verted to  his,  the  defendant’s  own  use ; and  the  plaintiff 
claims  £500. 

Pleas. — 4.  That  the  said  goods  and  chattels  in  the  said 
count  were  not,  nor  were  any  or  either  of  them  the  plaintiff’s, 
as  alleged  in  the  said  second  count. 

5.  That  the  said  close  in  the  said  second  count  mentioned 
was  not  the  plaintiff’s  as  alleged. 

The  plaintiff  replied  to  these  pleas,  and  defendant  demur- 
red to  the  replication,  which.it  is  unnecessary  to  set  out,  as 
the  judgment  is  not  given  upon  it.  The  plaintiff  joined  in 
demurrer,  and  gave  notice  of  the  following  exceptions  to  the 
pleas  : — that  there  are  not  any  goods  or  chattels  mentioned 
in  the  declaration,  and  if  there  were,  the  fact  of  the  pro- 
perty in  them  being  out  of  the  plaintiff,  would  not  justify 
the  defendant  in  injuring  wrongfully  the  plaintiff’s  reversion 
in  the  realty  in  the  manner  therein  alleged.  And  also, 
wiiether  the  property  in  the  close  mentioned  was  in  the 
plaintiff  or  not,  so  long  as  he  owned  the  saw  factory  thereon, 
and  the  steam  engine  which  drove  it,  in  the  manner  speci- 
fied, which  the  defendant  by  implication  admits,  a good 
cause  of  action  exists  against  the  defendant  from  the  griev- 
ances by  him  committed,  as  in  the  declaration  alleged,  con- 
cerning such  steam  engine  and  saw  factory. 
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Spohn,  for  tlie  demurrer,  cited  Chy.  on  Pig.  I.  674. 
B.  Martin,  contra. 


Bobinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

After  some  hesitation,  from  the  uncertain  nature  of  the 
declaration,  we  think  the  pleas  are  both  bad.  The  declara- 
tion we  think  alleges  a trespass  to  the  close,  and  also  a sub- 
stantive trespass  to  the  goods ; and  these  pleas  profess, 
each  of  them,  to  be  pleaded  in  bar  of  the  whole  declaration, 
while  each  in  fact  applies  only  to  one  of  the  causes  of  action 
which  we  think  may  be  held  to  be  embraced  in  it. 

Judgment  for  plaintiff  on  demurrer. 


Franklin  v.  Gream,  Lester,  and  Ponton. 

Action  against  sureties  of  division  court  clerk — Set-off. 

An  action  against  the  sureties  of  a division  court  clerk  for  moneys  received 
by  him  for  the  plaintiff,  having  been  referred  to  arbitration,  the  arbi- 
trator submitted  a special  case,  stating  that  in  1858  the  plaintiff  sued 
the  clerk  for  goods  sold  to  him  : that  the  clerk  then  produced  a memor- 
andum of  settlement  between  them,  signed  by  the  plaintiff,  relating  to 
suits  in  the  division  court,  which  shewed  a sum  of  £30  Os.  8d.  due  to 
the  clerk : that  the  judge  thereupon,  against  the  clerk’s  wish,  and 
without  any  particulars  of  set-off  having  been  given,  treated  this  as  a 
set-off  and  deducted  it  from  the  plaintiff’s  claim.  The  sureties,  defend- 
ants in  this  suit  referred,  contended  that  the  plaintiff’s  demand  then 
sued  for  being  a private  account  against  the  clerk,  that  sum  was  im- 
properly set  off,  and  they  claimed  to  have  it  credited  to  them  in  this 
action  against  moneys  since  received  for  the  plaintiff. 

Held , that  what  had  been  done  in  the  former  suit  could  not  be  thus 
reviewed,  and  that,  as  the  clerk  could  not  take  credit  a second  time  for 
this  sum  as  against  the  plaintiff,  neither  could  his  sureties. 

The  defendant  Gream,  a division  court  clerk,  and  the 
other  two  defendants,  his  sureties,  were  sued  upon  their 
covenant  given  according  to  the  statute  for  moneys  received 
by  Gream,  as  such  clerk,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

The  suit  was  referred  in  the  ordinary  form  to  Huson 
Gilbert  Northrup,  Esq.,  who  stated  the  following  case  for 
the  opinion  of  the  court : 

“ I do  award  and  find  that  there  was  at  the  time  of  the 
issuing  of  the  writ  in  this  suit,  and  still  is  due  and  owing 
to  the  plaininff  the  sum  of  ^20  19s.  4Jd.,  and  I do  further 
find  that  heretofore,  to  wit,  sometime  in  the  summer  of  1858, 
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before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  at  Sterling,  in  the 
county  of  Hastings,  the  now  plaintiff  sued  the  said  Gream  in 
the  fifth  division  court  of  the  county  of  Hastings,  for  goods 
sold  and  delivered  by  the  now  plaintiff  to  the  said  Gream, 
and  that  the  account  on  which  said  suit  was  brought  was  for 
a greater  amount  than  the  jurisdiction  of  the  division  court, 
and  in  order  to  bring  it  in  said  court  the  plaintiff  abandoned 
about  £9  of  his  claim,  thereby  reducing  his  claim  within  the 
said  jurisdiction:  that  the  defendant  Gream,  for  the  purpose 
of  showing  the  judge  that  the  action  should  not  have  been 
brought  in  said  division  court,  but  in  one  of  the  superior 
courts,  produced  a memorandum  of  a settlement  between 
him  and  the  plaintiff,  signed  by  the  plaintiff,  for  suits  in  the 
division  court  of  which  he  said  Gream  was  clerk,  and  after 
giving  the  plaintiff  credit  for  all  moneys  he  had  received, 
and  charging  him,  the  said  plaintiff,  with  all  costs  then  due, 
and  retaining  in  his  hands  certain  sums  as  a deposit  for 
the  costs  on  unsettled  suits,  there  was  a balance  of  £80  Os. 
8Jd.  due  to  the  said  Gream  as  clerk  upon  settlement  of 
division  court  moneys  and  costs,  without  taking  into  ac- 
count the  account  of  the  plaintiff  against  said  Gream  for 
goods  sold:  that  the  judge  at  said  division  court,  against 
the  wish  of  the  said  defendant  Gream,  upon  the  said  memor- 
andum of  settlement  being  produced,  and  without  any  other 
particulars  of  set-off  being  given,  treated  it  as  a set-off,  and 
deducted  the  amount  from  the  amount  of  the  plaintiff’s 
whole  account,  and  gave  judgment  for  the  now  plaintiff  for 
the  balance  due  him  for  goods  sold. 

“ The  defendants  claim  that  the  said  £80  Os.  8Jd.,  could 
not  be  set  off  against  a private  account  against  Gream  for 
goods  sold  and  delivered,  as  the  matters  did  not  accrue  in 
the  same  right,  and  that  the  said  £30  Os.  8Jd.  should  be 
credited  to  them  against  moneys  received  belonging  to  the 
plaintiff  by  Gream’s  clerk  since  the  said  settlement. 

“ If  this  Honorable  Court  shall  decide  that  the  defend- 
ants are  not  entitled  to  this  credit  of  £30  Os.  8Jd.  in  this 
action,  then  I do  award  that  the  said  sum  of  £20  19s.  4Jd. 
above  named,  be  increased  by  the  said  sum  of  £30  0s  8Jd., 
and  together  making  the  sum  of  £51  0s.  Id.,  be  the  amount 
of  my  award  hereby  awarded  to  the  plaintiff ; and  I do 
award  and  direct  the  same  to  be  paid  to  the  plaintiff  by 
the  defendants. 

“ If  the  said  court  should  adjudge  that  the  said  sum  of 
£30  0s.  8Jd.  should  be  allowed  to  the  defendants,  then  I 
award  that  there  was  due  to  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of  £20  19s. 
4jd.  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  said  suit;  and 
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I do  award  and  direct  the  same  to  be  paid  by  the  defend- 
ants to  the  plaintiff,  &c.” 

English  for  the  plaintiff. 

Morphy,  contra,  cited  Bristowe  v.  Needham,  8 Scott  N. 
K.  866;  Doe  v.  Darnton,  8 East  149. 

Bobinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

The  propriety  of  what  was  done  in  the  suit  between 
Franklin  and  Gream,  by  the  court,  cannot  he  reviewed, 
and  the  judgment  in  that  case  in  effect  reversed,  by  the 
arbitrator  in  this  case.  Gream  having  once  had  credit  for 
the  £80  Os.  8d.  with  Franklin,  whether  by  his  own  desire 
or  not,  the  effect  is  the  same  as  if  Franklin  had  paid  him 
that  sum  in  cash,  which,  if  he  had  paid  it,  Gream  might 
have  spent  afterwards  in  buying  goods  from  him,  instead 
of  having  spent  the  amount  before. 

It  is  out  of  the  question  that  Gream  should  be  allowed 
to  take  credit  for  the  £30  Os.  8d.  a second  time  in  his  set- 
tlement with  Franklin,  and  if  he  could  not,  neither  can 
his  sureties. 

We  think  the  amount  should  be  added  to  the  award. 
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John  Washington  Wallace  y.  Hewitt. 

Ejectment — Forfeited  estates — 54  Geo.  III.,  ch.  9;  59  Geo.  III.,  ch.  12 — 
Construction  of — Right  of  alien  to  devise. 

The  54  Geo.  III.,  oh.  9,  enacts  that  all  persons  seised  of  land  in  this  pro- 
vince, who  had  withdrawn  into  the  United  States  since  the  1st  of  July, 
1812,  without  license,  or  shall  do  so  during  the  war,  shall  be  consider- 
ed aliens  born,  and  incapable  of  holding  land  within  the  province. 
The  Governor,  &c. , is  to  authorise  persons  in  the  several  districts  of  the 
province  to  enquire  and  return  by  inquisition  to  the  Court  of  King’s 
Bench  the  names  of  such  persons  seised  of  land  in  the  respective  dis- 
tricts, and  after  such  finding  it  is  enacted  that  the  lands  found  to  have 
been  theirs  shall  vest  in  His  Majesty  : Provided,  that  nothing  therein 

shall  prevent  persons  interested  from  traversing  the  inquisition,  within 
one  year  after  the  finding,  or  after  peace  should  be  established. 

By  59  Geo.  III.,  ch.  12,  estates  thus  found  are  vested  in  Commissioners : 
provision  is  made  for  publishing  the  lands  returned,  and  for  settlement 
of  all  claims  thereto  : the  Commissioners  are  directed  to  sell  them  ; and 
it  is  enacted  that  all  land  on  which  no  claim  shall  be  made  pursuant 
to  the  act,  shall  be  taken  against  all  persons,  and  to  all  intents  and 
purposes,  to  be  vested  in  the  Commissioners. 

The  plaintiff  claimed  the  land  in  question  as  devisee  of  one  W.,  his  father, 
who  received  a patent  for  it  in  1798,  and  died  in  1828,  in  the  United 
States,  having  left  Niagara,  where  he  had  been  living,  in  1818.  The 
defendant  claimed  through  a conveyance  from  the  Commissioners,  and 
put  in  a commission  issued  in  1815,  under  54  Geo.  III.,  ch.  9,  appoint- 
ing certain  persons  named  as  Commissioners  for  the  Niagara  District, 
and  giving  them  power  to  enquire  whether  said  W.  had  gone  over  to  the 
enemy  during  the  war,  and  if  so  then  what  lands  he  was  seised  of.  H© 
proved  also  an  inquisition  in  pursuance  of  this  commission,  finding  that 
W.  had  gone  over,  and  was  seised  of  certain  land  specified  in  the  Town 
of  Niagara,  and  of  the  land  in  question,  which  was  in  the  Home  District. 
The  Commissioners  conveyed  in  1821  to  one  C.,  and  the  defendant  claim- 
ing under  him  went  into  possession  in  1822,  the  land  being  then  in  a 
state  of  nature,  and  had  held  ever  since.  The  plaintiff  had  not  been 
in  this  province  for  twenty  years  before  the  action. 

Held. — 1.  That  by  the  59  Geo.  III.,  ch.  12,  the  plaintiff  was  clearly  pre- 
cluded from  contesting  the  Commissioners’  title,  and  that  he  therefore 
could  not  recover. 

2.  That  the  fact  of  W.  being  an  alien  was  well  found,  and  extended  in 
its  effect  to  all  vacant  land  of  which  he  was  seised,  though  not  within 
. the  district  to  which  the  commission  issued. 

Whether  as  an  alien  the  devise  made  by  him  was  void,  was  discussed  but 
not  decided,  but : Held,  that  as  the  statute  declared  him  to  be  an  alien, 
and  incapable  of  holding  lands  within  the  province,  he  was  by  it  disabled 
from  devising. 

Ejectment  for  lot  No.  6,  in  the  broken  concession  on  the 
east  side  of  the  Grand  River,  or  Ouse,  in  the  towinship  of 
Woolwich,  described  by  metes  and  bounds. 

The  plaintiff  claimed  as  devisee  under  the  last  will  and 
testament  of  William  Wallace  deceased,  the  grantee  of  the 
Crown,  and  by  conveyance  or  quit  claim  from  other  devisees 
in  the  said  will. 

The  defendant  claimed  by  deed  under  the  Commissioners 
of  Forfeited  Estates  appointed  under  59  Geo.  III.,  ch.  12. 
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At  the  trial,  at  Stratford,  before  McLean , J.,  the  follow- 
ing evidence  was  given: — 

For  the  plaintiff  a patent  was  put  in,  dated  the  5th  of 
February,  1798,  to  William  Wallace,  for  block  No.  8,  on  the 
Grand  Eiver,  containing  86,078  acres.  The  consideration 
was  stated  to  be  ^016, 864,  secured  to  be  paid  to  The  Hon. 
D.  W.  Smith,  Captain  Wm.  Claus,  and  Alex.  Stuart,  Esq., 
in  trust  for  the  Chiefs,  Warriors,  and  People  of  the  Mohawk 
or  Five  Nations,  as  an  equivalent  for  so  much  of  the  said 
lands  surrendered  and  relinquished  by  them. 

In  opening  the  case,  C.  S.  Patterson , for  the  plaintiff, 
stated  that  the  above  block  contained  the  present  town- 
ship of  Woolwich  and  Pilkington  : that  the  latter  township, 
containing  80,000  acres,  had  been  conveyed  by  William 
Wallace  to  the  late  Colonel  Pilkington,  and  that  portions  of 
what  now  forms  the  township  of  Woolwich,  had  also  been 
conveyed  to  various  parties. 

William  Spragge,  Superintendent  of  Land  Sales  in  the 
Crown  Lands  Department,  produces  two  original  maps  from 
the  office,  shewing  the  block  No.  3 on  the  Grand  Eiver  as 
described  for  patent.  She  maps  were  drawn  by  Mr. 
Chewett,  acting  Surveyor-General  at  the  time : the  descrip- 
tion in  the  patent  corresponds  with  the  map.  Block  No.  3 
afterwards  became  the  township  of  Woolwich,  and  part  of 
that  township  was  subsequently  formed  into  a separate 
township,  as  the  township  of  Pilkington. 

On  the  margin  of  the  official  copy  of  the  description  for 
patent,  the  word  “ impounded’ ’ is  written,  and  on  searching 
for  the  authority  under  which  such  entry  was  made,  it  was 
found  that  an  order  of  council  was  made  on  the  24th  of 
June,  1803,  directing  the  patent  to  be  impounded.  (Copy 
of  order  duly  certified  was  produced.) 

Rev.  Jas.  H.  Cumming — Lives  at  Grand  Eapids,  Michi- 
gan. In  1821,  and  from  that  time  up  to  1829  or  ’30, 
resided  in  Eochester,  State  of  New  York ; became  ac- 
quainted with  a person  of  the  name  of  Win.  Wallace  about 
1821,  then  residing  in  Eochester,  with  his  family.  He  died 
in  1823,  at  Eochester.  He  followed  the  business  of  a car- 
penter. Witness  knew  his  family,  thinks  there  were  seven 
children,  and  that  one  had  died  before  he  became  acquainted 
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with  them.  The  family  were  at  Rochester  when  witness  left 
in  1829  or  ’80.  They  were  parishioners  of  witness.  Their 
names  were  John,  (the  present  plaintiff,)  Charity,  Matthew, 
Hannah,  Ann,  James,  and  William.  They  are  not  men- 
tioned in  the  order  of  their  birth.  Thinks  Charity  was  the 
eldest  of  the  family,  and  that  Matthew  was  the  eldest  son. 
He  was  looked  upon  as  the  head  of  the  family  after  his 
father’s  death.  The  family,  as  witness  understood,  re- 
moved to  Brooklyn,  and  witness  saw  John  and  Matthew  in 
the  city  of  New  York  afterwards.  Witness  was  living  in 
New  York  from  1880,  to  ’84  or  ’85,  and  John  and  Matthew 
Wallace  were  then  living  at  Brooklyn.  In  1888  witness 
saw  John  at  Ypsilanti,  in  Michigan,  where  he  then  resided, 
but  he  removed  from  thence,  after  being  there  about  two 
years,  to  the  city  of  New  York.  Witness  thinks  William 
Wallace  came  to  Rochester  from  a neighboring  town,  Lima. 
He  told,  witness  he  had  resided  at  one  time  in  Canada. 
Witness  occasionally  visited  and  was  acquainted  with  the 
several  members  of  the  Wallace  family  when  living  at 
Brooklyn. 

Wm.  McLaughlin — Resides  in  Rochester.  Went  first  to 
live  there  in  1827,  from  West  Bloomfield.  Witness  knew 
William  Wallace.  Thinks  he  first  saw  him  in  Rochester  in 
1814,  in  the  fall,  after  the  evacuation  of  Niagara  by  the 
American  troops.  In  1815,  witness  saw  him  in  Lima,  work- 
ing at  a meeting-house  there,  with  his  brother  James.  Wit- 
ness understood  he  died  in  1828,  but  witness  at  that  time 
was  residing  in  West  Bloomfield.  When  witness  had  occa- 
sion to  go  to  Rochester,  he  used  to  go  to  Wallace’s  house. 
Witness  first  knew  him  in  1796  in  the  Town  of  Niagara. 
Lived  with  him  from  1796  till  1810  in  Niagara.  He  was 
married,  but  had  no  children  when  witness  first  went  to  live 
with  him.  His  first  child  was  a daughter,  called  Charity; 
Matthew  was  the  next  and  the  eldest  son ; Hannah,  Wil- 
liam, James,  Ann,  and  John.  John  was  the  youngest  when 
witness  left,  as  he  thinks.  A child  was  born,  as  witness 
understood,  after  witness  left.  Witness  was  at  Wallace’s 
house  in  Niagara,  in  June  1818,  while  the  American  army 
had  possession  of  Niagara.  Witness  knew  a man  of  the 
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name  of  Lockwood,  a tinsmith,  and  one  Phineas  Howell,  at 
Niagara,  while  witness  was  residing  there.  Witness  was 
familiar  with  the  hand-writing  of  William  Wallace  at  one 
time.  The  signature  to  the  will  produced  looks  like  his 
writing;  but  witness  has  not  seen  him  write  since  1810, 
and  cannot  speak  positively  respecting  it. 

Cross-examined. — Witness  was  five  years  of  age  in  1796, 
when  he  went  to  live  with  Wallace  at  Niagara;  horn  in  1791. 
Witness  only  knew  one  person  of  the  name  in  Niagara.  He 
claimed  to  own  land  on  the  Grand  River;  understood  he 
bought  it  from  Captain  Brant.  Phineas  Howell  died  at 
Buffalo,  as  witness  thinks,  in  1815. 

John  Cox. — Was  born  near  Niagara,  in  1791,  and  has 
lived  there  ever  since.  Knew  John  Lockwood  and  Phineas 
Howell,  (whose  names  appear  as  witnesses  to  the  will  of 
William  Wallace,)  but  did  not  know  Thomas  Hubbard, 
whose  name  is  also  subscribed.  Witness  knew  William 
Wallace.  He  carried  on  a large  brewery  for  a number  of 
years.  He  was  a carpenter  by  trade,  and  leased  some 
ground  from  Government,  and  built  a brewery  on  it,  about 
the  year  1804.  He  carried  on  the  brewing  up  to  the  com- 
mencement of  the  war  in  1812.  John  Lockwood  is  dead. 
He  was  shot,  as  witness  understood,  by  accident,  by  his 
wife,  while  the  American  army  were  at  Niagara.  Witness 
does  not  know  whether  Phineas  Howell  is  dead  or  not.  No 
such  person  is  now  at  Niagara. 

Cross-examined. — Witness  was  at  Niagara  when  it  was 
taken  by  the  American  army  on  the  27th  of  May,  1818. 
The  troops  and  militia  retreated,  and  an  order  was  issued 
by  General  Vincent  for  the  issue  of  rations  to  such  of  the 
militia  as  chose  to  follow  the  army,  but  permitting  them  to 
return  to  their  homes  if  they  thought  proper.  Witness  and 
a number  of  others  returned  to  their  families  near  Niagara 
during  the  night  of  the  28th  of  May,  and  the  following  day 
they  were  taken  prisoners  about  sunrise,  and  were  taken  to 
what  was  called  the  Government  House,  where  they  were 
placed  on  parole.  Each  of  them  received  a writing,  stating 
the  terms  of  the  parole,  and  after  that  they  were  allowed  to 
go  at  large.  Witness  knew  Wallace  very  well  at  Niagara. 
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He  was  not  amongst  the  number  of  those  placed  on  parole  at 
the  same  time  with  witness.  After  the  defeat  of  the  Ameri~ 
can  army  at  Stony  Creek,  a troop  of  dragoons  were  sent  out 
into  the  settlement  and  made  prisoners  of  all  they  could 
catch,  and  brought  them  into  town.  Some  of  them  were 
sent  across  the  river.  Witness  made  his  escape,  and  after- 
wards tooK  up  arms  against  the  enemy.  Witness  was  a gun- 
ner in  Captain  John  Powell’s  company  of  artillery  at  the 
time  of  the  taking  of  Niagara. 

Will  of  William  Wallace,  bearing  date  at  Niagara,  on  tlffi 
24th  of  August,  1813,  was  put  in,  devising  his  property  to 
the  several  members  of  his  family. 

William  Wallace . — Son  of  Matthew.  Witness’  father  is 
now  living  at  Brooklyn,  New  York.  The  signature  of  Mat- 
thew Thornton  Wallace  to  the  deed  produced  is  in  his  hand- 
writing. The  witness  proved  the  death  of  some,  and  the 
signatures  of  several  others  of  the  sons  and  daughters  of 
William  Wallace. 

The  execution  of  this  deed,  under  which  the  plaintiff  claim- 
ed, dated  the  15th  of  October,  1858,  was  admitted.  It  was 
a quit  claim  of  all  the  interest  of  the  grantors  in  the  pre- 
mises, in  consideration  of  one  dollar  paid  to  each,  and  was 
also  put  in  and  admitted. 

Eccles,  Q.  C.,  objected,  on  the  closing  of  the  plaintiffs 
case,  that  it  was  not  shewn  that  the  plaintiff,  or  any  one 
under  whom  he  claimed,  had  been  in  possession  of  the  pre- 
mises since  1814  ; that  if  in  possession,  then  such  posses- 
sion was  abandoned,  and  had  not  been  resumed,  and  that 
upwards  of  forty  years  having  since  run,  the  right  of  the 
plaintiff  was  barred  under  the  statute  ; and  that  under  sec- 
tion 17  of  4 Wm.  IV.,  ch.  1,  the  possession  being  abandoned 
for  upwards  of  twenty  years,  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover. 

Evidence  was  then  given  for  the  defence,  as  follows  : — 

William  J.  Small — Clerk  of  the  Crown  Office,  Toronto, 
received  the  original  record  produced  from  the  Clerk  of  the 
Crown,  to  be  produced  on  this  trial. 

In  the  list  of  persons  appearing  on  the  record  as  an  alien, 
is  the  name  of  William  Wallace,  brewer,  of  the  town  of 
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Niagara,  District  of  Niagara,  and  under  the  head  of  “Real 
Estate  vested  in  His  Majesty,  under  the  Provisions  of  the 
Provincial  Act  of  54th  Geo.  III.,  are  the  following  parcels 
of  land  and  premises,  lots  Nos.  9,  10,  11,  and  12,  in  the 
town  of  Niagara,  containing  two  acres,  and  also  a certain 
parcel  or  tract  of  land  in  the  Home  District,  containing  by 
admeasurement  seven  thousand  acres,  being  part  or  parcel 
of  block  No.  8 of  the  Indian  Land  on  the  Grand  River, 
being  a triangular  block  lying  on  the  east  side  of  the  said 
river,  opposite  the  forks  thereof  in  block  No.  3 Date  of  in- 
quisition, the  27th  of  May,  1816.  Commissioner,  Abraham 
Nelles,  Esq.  Date  of  return,  the  2nd  of  January,  1817. 

An  exemplification,  under  the  seal  of  the  Court  of  Queen’s 
Bench,  was  put  in,  of  the  inquisition  above  mentioned,  taken 
before  A.  Nelles,  Esq.,  finding  that  William  Wallace,  for- 
merly an  inhabitant  of  the  United  States  of  America,  claim- 
ing to  be  a subject  of  our  lord  the  King,  and  renewing  his 
allegiance  as  such  by  oath,  did  since  the  1st  of  July,  1812, 
and  before  the  conclusion  of  the  war,  voluntarily  withdraw 
himself  from  the  Province  of  Upper  Canada  into  the  United 
States,  without  license,  and  they  found  that  he  was  seised 
in  his  demesne  as  of  fee  of  and  in  the  premises,  as  describ- 
ed in  the  record  of  forfeited  estates. 

A deed  was  put  in,  dated  the  6th  of  November,  1821,  from 
the  Commissioners  of  Forfeited  Estates  to  William  Crooks, 
for  the  consideration  of  ^£1,225,  reciting  the  statutes,  and 
the  inquisition  finding  William  Wallace  in  possession  of  the 
premises  contained  in  the  deed,  containg  7048  acres,  and 
described  by  metes  and  bounds.  Execution  admitted. 

It  was  admitted  that  the  defendant  had  a title  derived 
from  the  Commissioners  of  Forfeited  Estates,  and  that  he 
entered  into  possession  of  the  lands  in  question  in  Septem- 
ber, 1822,  and  had  held  and  improved  it  since  that  period, 
the  land  having  been  in  a state  of  nature  at  that  time. 

Adam  Wilson,  Q.  C.,  for  the  plaintiff,  objected  that  by  the 
commission  exemplified,  it  appeared  that  Joseph  Edwards, 
Abraham  Nelles,  and  William  Crooks,  were  appointed  as 
Commissioners  for  the  District  of  Niagara,  to  hold  inquisi- 
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tions  as  to  persons  who  had  gone  during  the  war  into  the 
United  States  from  that  district,  and  the  lands  which  such 
persons  were  seised  of  within  that  district,  but  that  such 
commission  did  not  give  to  such  commissioners,  or  any  of 
them,  authority  to  return  any  lands  held  by  any  such  per- 
sons in  the  Home  or  any  other  District : that  the  authority 
of  the  commissioners  related  wholly  to  persons  who  had  left 
the  Niagara  District  during  the  war,  and  the  lands  of  which 
they  were  seised  in  that  district  : that  the  lands  in  question 
being  in  the  Home  District,  an  inquisition  held  in  the 
Niagara  District  could  not  affect  them  : that  the  inquisition 
found  that  William  Wallace  was  seised  of  7,048  acres  of  land 
on  the  east  side  of  the  Grand  Eiver,  and  part  of  that  tract 
laid  on  the  west  side,  and  could  not  be  included  in  the 
inquisition. 

Galt,  Q.  C.,  in  reply,  contended  that  under  the  Act  54 
Geo.  III.,  ch.  9,  William  Wallace,  being  found  to  be  an 
alien,  was  incapable  of  holding  lands,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
and  his  brothers  and  sisters  could  not  take  by  inheritance 
from  an  alien : that  the  will  of  a person  declared  by  law 
incapable  of  holding  lands,  could  not  transmit  lands  which 
the  testator  was  incapable  of  holding. 

A verdict  was  entered  by  consent  for  defendant,  with 
leave  to  the  plaintiff  to  move  to  enter  a verdict  for  him  on 
the  grounds  taken  at  the  trial. 

C.  S.  Patterson  obtained  a rule  on  the  defendant  to 
shew  cause  wThy  the  verdict  entered  in  his  favour  should  not 
be  set  aside,  and  a verdict  entered  for  the  plaintiff,  on  leave 
reserved  at  the  trial,  on  the  grounds  that  the  plaintiff  proved 
title  in  himself  under  his  father,  the  patentee  of  the  Crown,, 
and  that  no  act  or  proceeding  shewn  at  the  trial,  was  suffi- 
cient in  law  to  divest  the  patentee  or  the  plaintiff  of  such 
title. 

Galt,  Q.  C.,  and  M.  C.  Cameron,  shewed  cause.  They 
cited  Doe  Baker  v.  Clark,  7 U.  C.  B.  48  , McDonald  et  al. 
v.  Bank  of  Upper  Canada  , lb.  784  ; Jarm.  on  Wills,  I.  34  ; 
Sliep.  Touch.  404  ; Fourdrin  v.  Gowdey,  3 Myl.  & K.  383 ;; 
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Page’s  Case,  5 Eep.  52  ; Nichols  v.  Nichols,  Plow.  486  ; Co. 
Lit.  2,  129  b.;  Doe  dem.  Chandler  v.  Tesseir,  6 U.  C.  R.216  ; 
Chy.  on  Prerog.  833  : Attorney  General  v.  Smith,  2 Price 
113  ; Forsyth  v.  Hall,  Dra.  Rep.  326  ; Doe  dem.  Patterson 
v.  Davis,  5 0.  S.  499. 

Adam  Wilson,  Q.  C.,  and  <7.  S.  Patterson,  contra,  cited 
Attorney  General  v.  Duplessis,  Parker’s  Rep.  144, 161 ; S.C. 
1 Br.  Pari.  Cas.  415, 2 Yes.  286 ; 4 Leon.  84 ; Barrow  v.  Wad- 
kin,  3 Jur.  N.  S.  679,  S.  C.  24  Beav.  1,  327  ; Doe  Griffith  v. 
Pritchard,  5 B.  & Ad.  765  ; Dwarris  on  Stats.  564;  Chitty 
on  Prerog.  247  ; Parslow  v.  Corn,  Cro.  Eliz.  355  ; Arden  v. 
Blackhonse,  Moore  640  ; Knight  ex  parte  Duplessis,  3 Yes. 
555  ; Paris  Stoughter’s  Case,  8 Co.  168  ; Lord  Sheffield  v. 
Ratcliffe,  Hob.  334  ; Bac.  Abr.  “Alien”  C.;  9 Geo.  IY., 
ch.  1 ; 10  Geo.  IY.,  ch.  10  ; 11  & 12  Wm.  III.,  ch.  6 ; 7 Wm. 
IY.,  ch.  7 ; Davenport  v.  Davenport,  7 C.  P.  401  ; Powell  on 
Devises  279  ; Bac.  Abr.  “ Will”  B.;  Chitty’s  Stats.  2nd  Ed., 
Yol.  III.,  1553. 

The  other  statutes  cited  are  referred  to  in  the  judgment. 

Robinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

The  plaintiff  in  this,  as  in  other  cases  of  ejectment,  was 
under  the  necessity  of  shewing  a good  title  in  himself,  and 
especially  when  he  came  to  dispossess  the  defendant  of  pro- 
perty of  which  the  defendant  had  entered  into  possession  in 
the  year  1822,  as  a purchaser  for  value  from  commissioners 
appointed  by  the  Crown  under  an  act  of  parliament,  and  had 
been  ever  since  living  upon,  and  improving  the  land. 

The  defendant  makes  title  as  devisee,  with  others,  of  his 
father,  William  Wallace,  deceased,  and  as  assignee  of  his 
co-devisees,  who  have  conveyed  their  interest  to  him. 

The  plaintiff  objects  to  his  title  thus  attempted  to  be  made 
out  on  the  grounds  that  the  plaintiff’s  father,  William  Wal- 
lace, through  whom  he  claims  by  devise,  was  incapable  of 
devising  the  estate  in  question,  for  that  he  must  upon  the 
facts  proved  be  held  to  have  been  an  alien  born,  and  incapa- 
ble of  holding  lands  within  the  Province  of  Upper  Canada. 

The  statute,  54  Geo.  III.,  ch.  9,  passed  by  the  legislature 
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of  Upper  Canada,  during  the  war  with  Great  Britain  and 
the  United  States  of  America,  recites  that  “ many  persons, 
inhabitants  of  the  United  States  of  America,  claiming  to  he 
subjects  to  His  Majesty,  and  renewing  their  allegiance  as 
such  by  oath,  did  solicit  and  receive  grants  of  land  from  His 
Majesty,  or  became  seised  of  lands  by  inheritance  or  other- 
wise within  this  province,  which  persons,  since  the  declara- 
tion of  war  by  the  said  United  States  of  America  against 
His  Majesty,  and  his  subjects  of  the  United  Kingdom  of 
Great  Britain  and  Ireland,  have  voluntarily  withdrawn 
themselves  from  their  said  allegiance,  and  the  defence  of  the 
said  province.”  And  it  enacts,  “ that  all  such  persons  as 
aforesaid,  who  having  received  grants  of  land,  or  may  have 
become  seised  of  lands  within  this  province,  by  inheritance 
or  otherwise,  as  shall  have  voluntarily  withdrawn  them- 
selves from  this  province  into  the  United  States  of  America, 
since  the  first  day  of  July,  1812,”  (the  war  having  been 
declared  on  the  18th  of  June  in  that  year,)  “ or  who  may 
hereafter  during  the  present  war  voluntarily  withdraw  them- 
selves from  this  province  into  the  said  United  States,  with- 
out license  granted  under  the  authority  of  the  Govenor, 
Lieutenant- Govenor,  or  person  administering  the  govern- 
ment of  this  province,  shall  he  taken  and  considered  to  he 
aliens' horn,  and  incapable  of  holding  lands  within  this  pro- 
vince.” 

The  act  then  provides,  (sec.  2,)  that  it  shall  and  may  be 
lawful  for  the  Governor,  Lieutenant-Governor,  or  person  ad- 
ministering the  government  by  commission  under  the  great 
seal  of  this  province,  to  authorise  any  sheriff,  coroner,  or 
other  person  or  persons,  in  the  several  districts  of  this  pro- 
vince, to  inquire  by  the  oaths  of  twelve  good  and  lawful  men 
of  their  respective  districts,  and  by  inquisition  indented 
under  the  hands  and  seals  of  the  said  jurors,  and  of  the  said 
commissioner  or  commissioners,  to  return  to  His  Majesty’s 
Court  of  King’s  Bench  all  such  persons  as  aforesaid,  who 
seised  of  land  in  the  respective  districts,  shall  have  volun- 
tarily withdrawn  from  the  province  into  the  United  States  of 
America  since  the  first  day  of  July,  and  before  the  con- 
clusion of  the  existing  war  with  those  states,  without  license 
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granted  under  the  authority  of  the  Governor,  Lieutenant- 
Governor,  or  person  administering  the  government ; and 
from  and  after  the  said  finding  of  such  inquisition,  His 
Hajesty  shall  become  seised  of  the  lands  so  found  to  have 
been  in  the  seisin  of  such  person  on  the  said  first  day  of 
July.  Provided  always , that  nothing  in  this  act  contained 
shall  be  construed  to  prevent  any  persons  interested  in  the 
said  lands  from  traversing  any  inquisition  or  office  respect- 
ing the  same,  at  any  time  within  one  year  after  the  peace 
shall  be  established  between  His  Majesty  and  the  United 
States  of  America,  or  within  one  year  after  the  finding  of 
such  inquisition.” 

Sec.  8. — “Provided  always,  that  nothing  in  this  act  shall 
extend,  or  be  construed  to  extend,  to  affect  the  claim  of  any 
bona  fide  creditor,  or  to  defeat  any  just  lien  or  security  of, 
or  upon  any  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments  whatsoever.” 

It  was  shewn  by  proper  evidence  upon  the  trial  of  this . 
cause,  that  upon  a commission  issued  under  the  great  seal  of 
the  province,  under  this  statute,  to  Abraham  Nelles,  Esq., 
and  other  commissioners  for  the  district  of  Niagara,  an  in- 
quisition was  held  on  the  2'7th  of  May,  1816,  within  that 
district,  and  returned  to  the  Court  of  King’s  Bench,  on  the 
2nd  of  January,  1817,  by  which  it  was  found  that  “William 
Wallace,  formerly  an  inhabitant  of  the  United  States  of 
America,  claiming  to  be  a subject  of  our  lord  the  King,  and 
renewing  his  allegiance  as  such  by  oath,  did  since  the  1st  of 
July,  1812,  and  before  the  conclusion  of  the  war,  voluntarily 
withdraw  himself  from  the  Province  of  Upper  Canada  into 
the  United  States  of  America,  without  license  of  the  Gover- 
nor,” &c.,  “and  that  he  was  seised  in  his  demesne  as  of  fee 
of  and  in  lots  numbered  9,  10,  11,  and  12,  in  the  town  of 
Niagara  containing  two  acres  of  land,  and  also  of  a certain 
parcel  or  tract  of  land  in  the  Home  District,  containing  by 
admeasurement  7000  acres,  being  part  or  parcel  of  block 
number  3 of  the  Indian  land  on  the  Grand  Biver,  being  a 
triangular  block  on  the  east  side  of  the  said  river,  opposite 
the  forks  thereof,  in  block  number  3. 

There  was  also  produced  and  proved  the  original  book, 
made  up  as  required  by  the  statute  of  Upper  Canada,  59 
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Geo.  III.,  ch.  12,  sec.  2,  in  which  were  entered  and  record- 
ed by  the  Commissioners  of  Forfeited  Estates  appointed 
under  that  statute,  the  extracts  furnished  to  them  by  the 
Clerk  of  the  Crown  and  Pleas  of  all  the  inquisitions  returned 
into  the  Court  of  King’s  Bench  under  the  statute  54  Geo. 
III.,  ch.  9,  whereby  any  real  estate  had  become  vested  in 
His  Majesty. 

In  this  book  there  is  entered  among  those  who  had  by 
such  inquisitions  been  found  aliens,  the  name  of  William 
Wallace,  brewer,  of  the  town  of  Niagara,  in  the  district  of 
Niagara;  and  in  the  column  headed  “Real  estate  vested  in 
His  Majesty  under  the  provisions  of  the  Provincial  Act,  54 
Geo.  III.,  ch.  9,”  are  entered  the  parcels  of  land  in  the 
town  of  Niagara,  and  in  the  Home  District,  which  are  de- 
scribed and  returned  in  the  inquisition  as  lands  of  which  the 
said  William  Wallace  had  been  seised. 

The  Commissioners  of  Forfeited  Estates,  it  was  proved, 
sold  this  tract  of  land  in  the  Home  District,  about  7009 
acres,  by  public  auction  to  William  Crooks,  Esq.,  for  £1225, 
and  conveyed  it  to  him  by  their  deed  dated  6tli  November, 
1821,  accoding  to  the  statute  59  Geo.  III.,  ch.  12,  in  which 
deed  the  statutes  and  the  inquisition  are  recited. 

The  defendant,  it  was  admitted  upon  the  trial,  holds 
under  a title  derived  from  Mr.  Cronks,  the  vendee  of  the 
commissioners,  under  which  deed  he  entered  in  1822,  and 
has  been  always  since  in  actual  possession. 

It  is  contended  by  the  defendant  that  this  evidence  given 
on  his  part  prevents  the  plaintiff  from  recovering  as  devisee, 
or  as  assignee  of  other  devisees  of  the  late  William  Wallace, 
under  the  will,  which  it  was  proved,  on  the  plaintiff  s part, 
was  made  by  Wallace,  and  which  bears  date  at  Niagara, 
24th  August,  1813,  for  that  William  Wallace  being  found 
under  the  statute,  54  Geo.  III.,  ch,  9,  to  have  been  an  alien 
born,  his  will,  admitting  it  to  have  been  made  at  the  time  it 
bears  date,  could  not  have  the  effect  of  passing  his  real  estate 
to  his  devisees  at  his  death,  which  occurred  in  or  about  the 
year  1823,  at  Rochester,  in  the  United  States  of  America. 

Whether  the  will  was  capable  of  operating  or  not  at  Wal- 
lace’s death  does  not  at  all  depend  on  the  other  question  that 
7 u.  c.  q.  b.,  20. 
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has  been  raised  in  the  case,  namely,  whether  the  inquisition 
held  in  the  district  of  Niagara  could  have  the  effect  of  vest- 
ing in  the  Crown  the  7000  acres  in  the  Home  District,  of 
which  the  land  in  question  in  this  action  forms  a part,  for 
the  plaintiff  must  shew  himself  entitled  to  recover,  before 
it  can  be  necessary  to  determine  upon  the  sufficiency  of  the 
defendant’s  title. 

Upon  that  point,  whether  an  alien  can  devise  real  estate, 
the  authorities  are  not  perfectly  consistent.  That  grants  by 
aliens  are  good  as  against  themselves,  though  voidable  by 
the  Crown,  is  every  where  clearly  stated  ; and  that  a person 
may  make  title  under  a grant  from  an  alien,  against  any 
stranger,  as  well  as  against  the  alien  himself,  or  any  one 
holding  or  claiming  title  under  him,  seems,  we  think,  to  be 
conceded,  except  perhaps  where  the  alien  has  died  intestate > 
in  which  case  it  has  been  constantly  held  that  the  estate  be- 
comes at  once  vested  in  the  Crown,  without  any  office  found, 
because  no  one  can  inherit  from  the  alien. 

Whether  a person  to  whom  an  alien  has  taken  upon  him- 
self to  devise  real  estate,  is  in  as  good  a position  as  the 
grantee  of  an  alien — in  other  words,  whether  he  can  hold 
against  all  but  the  Crown — is  a point  on  which  many  of  those 
text  books  are  silent  to  which  we  most  naturally  refer  for 
information,  and  on  which  those  who  do  treat  of  it  speak 
uncertainly,  and  are  not  consistent  in  their  conclusions. 

In  Sheppard’s  Touchstone,  p.  404,  it  is  said,  “An  alien 
bom  cannot  make  a testament  of  lands,”  for  which  Mr. 
Preston,  in  his  edition  of  the  Touchstone,  gives  the  reason, 
“for  the  title  will  at  his  death  be  in  the  King.”  The 
Touchstone  proceeds  to  lay  it  down  that  neither  can  the 
alien  make  a testament  of  his  goods,  which  the  learned  editor 
corrects,  referring  to  Comyn’s  Digest,  “ Alien,”  ch.  7,  for 
the  doctrine  that  an  alien  may  dispose  of  his  goods ; and  he 
adds,  “It  is  not  the  fact  of  an  alien’s  birth,  but  the  want  of 
title,  which  deprives  the  will  of  effect,  even  as  to  lands.” 
This  seems  fullyto  concede  that  the  will  of  an  alien  devising 
real  estate  can  have  no  effect,  and  for  a very  good  reason, 
founded,  as  it  would  seem,  in  common  sense,  as  well  as  on  the 
express  language  of  the  Statutes  of  Wills,  82  H.  VIII.,  ch. 
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1,  and  34  <fe  35  H.  VIII.,  ch.  5,  secs.  4 and  15,  which  gives 
the  power  only  to  those  only  having  any  manors,  lands,  or 
estates  of  inheritance,  to  devise  such  estates,  which  cannot 
be  with  truth  said  of  any  alien. 

Mr.  Roberts,  in  his  treatise  upon  Wills,  vol.  i.,  p.  35,  tells 
us  that  an  alien  friend  may  bequeath  personal  estate,  but 
that  his  alienage  incapacitates  him  from  holding  land,  “ and 
consequently  for  devising  it”  This  is  laid  down  in  the 
second  edition  of  his  work,  after  he  had  had  an  opportunity 
of  correcting  any  error  that  had  been  noticed  by  himself  or 
the  profession  in  the  first  edition,  and  so  in  a treatise  on 
wills  by  Lovelass,  which  seems  to  have  been  in  some  credit 
with  the  profession,  as  it  passed  through  at  least  nine  edi- 
tions, we  are  informed,  that  “aliens,  as  they  are  not  cap- 
able of  holding  lands,  can  consequently  never  have  any  to 
dispose  of,  yet  they  may  acquire  property  in  goods,  and  may 
dispose  thereof  by  will,  provided  they  are  alien  friends.” 

In  a work  more  modern,  and  of  much  better  authority, 
the  treatise  on  executors  by  the  present  Mr.  Justice  Wil- 
liams, 5th  Ed.,  vol.  i.,  p.  11,  the  law  is  thus  stated  : — - 
“ Alien  friends  (or  such  whose  country  is  at  peace  with 
ours)  may  make  wills  to  dispose  of  their  personal  estate, 
although  being  incapable  of  holding  real  property,  they  are 
of  course  equally  so  of  devising  it.” 

On  the  other  hand,  Mr.  Jarman,  in  his  treatise  upon  wills, 
2nd  Ed.,  vol.  i.,  p.  32,  states,  “ That  a devise  of  lands  by 
an  alien  is  at  least  voidable  ; the  Grown  being  entitled  after 
office  found  to  seize  them  in  the  hands  of  the  devisee,  as  it 
might  have  done  in  those  of  the  alien  during  his  life.  Until 
office  the  lands  of  an  alien  remain  in  him,  with  all  the  inci- 
dental qualities  belonging  to  such  estates ; on  which  ground 
it  has  been  held  that  an  alien  tenant  in  tail  in  possession 
might  suffer  a common  recovery,  and  he  may,  of  course,  now 
execute  his  substitute,  an  enrolled  conveyance,  and  thereby 
bar  the  issue  in  tail,  and  remainders ; and  by  parity  of  rea- 
soning, the  will  of  an  alien  will  vest  his  defeasible  title  in 
the  devisee,  though  it  is  clear  that  if  he  die  intestate  the 
land  will  escheat  to  the  Grown,  or  other  lord,  pro  defectu 
tenentis , without  any  inquest  of  office,  because  an  alien  can 
have  no  heirs.” 
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Any  one  who  compares  this  passage  with  the  notice  taken 
of  the  same  subject  on  other  works  on  real  property,  will  ad- 
mit that  the  author  has  at  least  considered  the  point  very 
carefully,  with  due  attention  to  whatever  can  be  found  upon 
it;  but  he  evidently  rather  intimates  his  opinion  than  states 
it  with  confidence ; and  when  he  refers,  as  he  does  in  two 
places,  to  Sheppard’s  Touchstone,  p.  404,  it  is  evidently  not 
for  confirmation  of  the  doctrine  which  he  was  himself  laying 
down,  but  by  way  of  caution  that  it  would  be  found  at  vari- 
ance with  a book  of  great  authority,  which  it  certainly  is, 
for  in  Sheppard  we  are  told  unequivocally  that  an  alien  can- 
not make  a testament  of  his  lands ; not  merely  that  it  is 
voidable. 

In  Hansard  on  Aliens,  p.  14S,  it  is  said  “With  respect  to 
the  capacity  of  an  alien  to  make  a will  of  real  estate,  the 
better  opinion  seems  to  be  that  an  alien  may  make  a will, 
more  especially  considering  that  his  acts  are  only  voidable, 
and  that  as  against  the  Crown.”  He  remarks  upon  the 
difference  of  opinion  between  Boberts  and  Jarman,  but  does 
not  refer  to  Sheppard’s  Touchstone,  nor  go  more  particu- 
larly into  the  matter  than  we  have  stated. 

We  have  referred  in  vain  to  Powell  on  Devises,  Cruise  on 
Eeal  Property,  and  the  latter  work  of  Mr.  Crabbe,  in  all  of 
which  one  might  have  expected  to  find  something  explicit  on 
the  point : nor  have  we  succeeded  in  meeting  with  anything 
in  Comyn’s  Digest  that  bears  expressly  upon  it,  though  we 
may  infer  from  what  is  stated  in  it,  under  the  head  “ Alien,” 
C.  2,  7,  and  “Estates  by  Devise”  G.,  that  the  power  of  an 
alien  to  devise  with  any  effect  is  limited  to  personalty. 

In  Bacon’s  Abridgment,  “Wills  and  Testaments,”  B.f 
indeed  it  is  stated,  “that  however  the  wills  of  traitors, 
aliens,  felons,  and  outlawed  persons  are  void,  as  to  the  king 
or  lord  that  has  a right  to  the  lands  or  goods  by  forfeiture 
or  otherwise ; yet  the  ivill  is  good  against  the  testator  him - 
se//,”  (which  does  not  appear  to  be  very  intelligible,)  “ and 
all  others  but  such  persons  only.”  If  this  article  in  the 
abridgment  is,  as  many  others  in  the  book  are,  the  work 
of  Chief  Baron  Gilbert,  it  should  receive  great  weight  from 
his  authority. 
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In  Co.  Lit.,  2 b , the  rights  and  disabilities  of  aliens  in 
respect  to  property  are  stated  in  a passage  which  is  generally 
referred  to  by  later  writers,  but  which  contains  no  opinion 
respecting  the  power  of  an  alien  to  devise.  The  adoption 
of  this  statement  in  later  works  will  in  part  account  for 
the  similar  omission  -which  we  discover  in  them ; but  we 
confess,  we  think  we  can  hardly  trace  this  subject  through 
the  various  text  writers,  without  imagining  that  in  some 
cases  this  particular  point,  of  the  effect  of  a devise  of  real 
property  by  an  alien,  has  been  passed  over  not  so  much 
accidentally  as  from  an  uncertainty  as  to  the  footing  on 
which  the  law  really  rests. 

The  case  of  Fourdrin  v.  Gowdey,  (3  Myl.  and  K.  383,) 
which  was  cited  on  the  argument  of  this  case,  does  not 
appear  to  us  to  support  the  doctrine  that  the  devise  by  an 
alien  of  freehold  can  so  far  have  effect  as  to  entitle  the 
devisee  to  hold  under  it  against  all  but  the  Crown.  On  the 
contrary,  that  case  turned  wholly  upon  the  effect  of  letters 
of  denization  granted  to  an  alien,  after  he  had  purchased  a 
freehold  estate,  which  he  had  devised  subsequently  to  his 
being  made  a denizen.  It  was  held  that  the  letters  of  deni- 
zation operated  retrospectively  to  confirm  the  devisor’s  title, 
so  that  though  he  could  only  have  held  before  until  office 
found,  yet  there  having  been  no  such  office,  he  had  by  virtue 
of  his  letters  of  denization  a title  which  he  could  devise.  It 
seems  to  have  been  assumed  throughout  the  case  that  but  for 
the  effect  of  the  letters  of  denization  he  could  not  have  de- 
vised. The  Attorney-General  treated  it  as  clear  that  on  the 
death  of  an  alien  his  lands  vest  in  the  Crown  without  office. 
See  Cliitty  on  the  Prerogatives  of  the  Crown,  229,  248;  Doe 
Hayne  v.  Redfern,  12  East  96;  Stamford  56.  (a). 

On  the  whole,  if  this  case  furnished  ground  for  no  other 
question  than  that  which  we  have  been  considering,  namely, 
whether  the  devisee  of  real  estate,  under  a will  made  by  an 
alien,  could  until  office  found  for  the  king  be  held  to  have 
an  interest,  under  which  he  could  recover  possession  of  the 
land  from  a stranger,  we  should  feel  ourselves  compelled  to 
say  that  reason,  and  the  language  of  the  Statute  of  Wills, 
34  & 35,  H.  VIII.,  ch.  5,  and  the  weight  of  authority, 
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especially  of  an  older  date,  are  again  this  plaintiffs’s  right 
to  recover  on  such  a title,  though  modern  authority  certain- 
ly favours  it,  and  we  should  therefore  perhaps  be  safer  in 
holding  the  affirmative. 

But  there  is  much  more  to  be  disposed  of  in  this  case. 
It  does  not  by  any  means  stand  upon  that  question  alone, 
whether  an  alien  can  devise  real  estate,  though  it  was  one 
of  the  points  raised  in  the  case  by  way  of  objection  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant,  and  it  is  an  objection  on  which,  if 
we  had  thought  the  defendant  clearly  entitled  to  succeed, 
we  must  have  determined  the  case  at  once  in  his  favour. 

It  is  to  be  considered  that  the  fact  of  William  Wallace 
being  an  alien  has  been  found  of  record,  and  regularly 
found,  for  the  commission  was  directed  to  a commissioner 
appointed  for  the  district  of  Niagara,  in  which  William 
Wallace  was  residing  beforehand  up  to  the  time  of  the  depar- 
ture, and  it  was  found,  further,  that  when  he  departed  he 
was  seised  of  certain  lands  in  the  district  of  Niagara,  which 
were  in  consequence  properly  returned  under  the  statute  as 
forfeited ; and  the  effect  of  that  is  that,  taking  the  inquisition 
and  the  statute  together,  he  is  not  only  found  of  record  to 
have  been  “ alien  born,”  hut  he  is  shewn  by  record  to  have 
been  a person  disabled  by  statute  from  holding  lands  within 
this  province.  And  that  is  a fact  which  cannot  now  be  con- 
troverted, and  indeed  nothing  appeared  upon  the  trial  to 
warrant  the  supposition  that  the  verdict  of  the  jury  given  in 
1817,  within  the  district  of  which  the  testator  had  been  liv- 
ing, was  not  quite  consistent  with  the  fact.  The  property 
which  was  lost  to  him  and  his  family,  by  his  having  volun- 
tarily withdrawn  to  the  enemy’s  country  during  the  war, 
was  so  valuable  that  we  cannot  suppose  that  he  wrould  have 
lived  six  years  after  this  public  proceeding  had  taken  place 
without  taking  the  proper  steps  to  traverse  the  inquisition 
if  the  finding  had  been  erroneous  in  fact;  or  that  his 
children,  and  among  them  the  plaintiff,  all  of  whom, 
according  to  the  evidence,  had  been  born  in  Upper  Canada 
before  his  departure  in  1818,  would  have  suffered  nearly  a 
generation  to  elapse  after  the  came  of  age,  before  they  con- 
tested the  forfeiture. 
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And  nowit  is  contested,  not  upon  the  ground  that  William 
Wallace  has  not  been  rightfully  and  conclusively  held  to 
have  been  an  alien  born,  and  incapable  of  holding  lands  in 
Upper  Canada,  but  because  the  fact  of  his  having  been 
seised  on  the  1st  of  July,  1812,  (the  day  named  in  the  act,) 
of  this  land  in  the  Home  district,  is  not  otherwise  found  of 
record  than  by  an  inquisition  taken  in  another  district  than 
the  Home  district,  namely,  in  the  district  of  Niagara. 

It  is  contended,  on  the  plaintiff’s  part,  that  the  fact  of 
William  Wallace’s  alienage  cannot  work  a disqualification  in 
any  one  to  make  title  as  his  devisee  to  this  land  in  what  was 
once  the  Home  district,  for  want  of  its  having  been  found  of 
record  by  an  inquisition  taken  within  the  Home  district, 
together  with  the  fact  of  his  having  been  seised  of  this  par- 
ticular land.  We  think  the  statute  unquestionably  requires 
that  in  order  to  establish  the  facts  which  were  necessary  to 
bring  a person  under  the  statute  there  should  be  an  inquisi- 
tion properly  taken  within  the  district ; that  is  within  some 
district  in  which  he  was  seised  of  land  on  the  1st  of  July, 
1812.  Whether  the  legislature  intended  that  after  the 
alienage  has  been  thus  once  established  by  a proper  proceed- 
ing, under  which  some  land  has  been  regularly  returned  as 
forfeited,  a similar  inquisition  must  also  be  made  and  re- 
turned by  a commissioner  legally  acting  within  any  and 
every  other  District  in  which  the  alien  was  seised  on  the  1st 
of  July,  1812,  in  order  to  make  the  consequence  of  his 
alienage  attach  upon  those  other  lands,  is  a distinct  question. 
At  present  we  think  that  was  probably  intended,  though  it 
would  seem  reasonable  that  the  commissioners  acting  in 
other  districts  upon  subsequent  commissions,  should  only 
have  been  required  to  receive  evidence  of  the  fact  of  the 
alien  having  been  seised  of  certain  land  within  such  other 
district,  with  a view  to  make  a specific  return  of  such  lands. 

Upon  reading  the  statutes  8 H.  VI.,  ch.  16,  and  18  H. 
VI.,  ch.  6,  we  think  we  cannot  apply  their  provisions  to 
cases  arising  under  the  statute  54  Geo.  III.,  ch.  9 ; and  that 
the  case  in  12  East  96,  of  Doe  v.  Redfern,  which  contains 
muchlearning  upon  the  subject  of  grants  made  by  the  Crown 
contrary  to  the  prohibition  in  those  statutes,  is  not  therefore 
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applicable.  What  the  king  or  lord  could  or  could  not  do  in 
respect  to  lands  in  this  province  which  had  been  returned 
as  vested  in  His  Majesty  by  proceedings  under  the  statute 
54  Geo.  III.,  ch.  9,  must  depend  upon  what  we  find  in  that 
statute,  and  in  the  other  statute  by  which  it  was  followed, 
59  Geo.  III.,  ch.  12. 

But — in  connexion  with  the  case  of  Doe  v.  Redfern,  and 
Page’s  case,  (5  Co.  52,)  Reynel’s  case,  (9  Co.  95,)  the 
Attorney-General  v.  Duplessis,  (Parker’s  Rep.  144,)and  with 
those  passages  in  Gilbert  on  the  Exchequer,  pages  109, 113, 
114,  and  132,  and  in  Manning’s  Exchequer  Practice,  in 
which  the  distinction  is  explained  between  offices  of  intitling, 
of  offices  of  instruction,  which  latter  are  intended  for  the 
more  precise  information  of  the  officer  w7ho  is  to  put  the  king 
in  possession,  and  for  the  greater  notoriety  of  possession,  and 
of  the  authority  on  which  it  is  taken — it  is  proper  to  consider 
here  that  the  fact  of  alienage  is  well  found  in  this  case  by  a 
proceeding  to  which  no  execution  can  be  taken,  and  further, 
that  the  fact  of  the  alien  being  seised  of  this  particular  land 
on  the  1st  of  July,  1812,  is  also  found  of  record  by  the  same 
inquisition. 

No  formal  delivery  of  possession  to  His  Majesty  and 
return  of  that  fact,  in  order  to  shew  the  estate  seised  into 
His  Majesty’s  hands,  is  or  can  be  necessary  where,  as  in  this 
case,  there  was  no  person  in  possession  of  the  estate,  nor 
ever  had  been,  but  the  same  was  wholly  vacant  and  unoccu- 
pied. In  such  a case  the  king  is  deemed  to,  be  in  possession 
by  virtue  of  the  office  of  intitling — that  is,  by  the  inquisi- 
tion— which  in  this  case  was  taken  and  returned.  Nor  could 
there  be  any  occasion  for  a proceeding  by  scire  facias , and 
more  especially  when,  as  in  this  case,  it  is  not  merely  the 
policy  of  the  law,  but  a positive  statute,  which  enacts  that  a 
person  whose  conduct  has  been  such  as  Wallace’s  has  been 
found  of  record  to  have  been,  shall  be  incapable  of  holding 
lands,  (a) 

It  has  been  objected  that  the  finding  the  fact  of  William 
Wallace  having  been  seised  of  this  land  in  the  Home  district, 
if  such  a finding  be  indispensable,  cannot  avail,  because  it 
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was  found  not  in  the  district  in  which  the  lands  lie,  but  in 
another. 

Still  it  is  a fact  found  of  record,  if  not  regularly  found. 
The  objection  is  to  the  venue.  In  Lord  Vauxe’s  case,  (4 
Leon.  26,  PL  80,)  error  was  brought  upon  a judgment  which 
had  been  obtained  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  upon  an  in- 
formation against  the  defendant  for  taking  goods  in  the 
county  of  Middlesex,  and  also  for  intruding  into  land  in  the 
county  of  Northampton. 

It  was  objected  that  the  Queen  (Elizabeth)  ought  to  have 
brought  several  bills  for  several  causes  of  action,  arising 
within  several  counties.  “But  it  was  resolved  by  the  whole 
court  that  the  bill  of  the  Queen  was  good  enough,  and  here 
is  no  mischief;  for  if  the  defendant  will  plead  not  guilty, 
writs  of  venire  facias  will  be  awarded.” 

In  Caverly  v.  Leving,  (Carthew  448,)  a motion  to  arrest 
judgment  on  account  of  wrong  venue  was  refused,  for  it  was 
cured  by  the  statute  of  jeofails,  (a) 

Doubtless  these  cases,  from  the  nature  of  this  particular 
proceeding,  are  not  directly  applicable,  but  the  principle  ap- 
plies, for  it  would  be  unreasonable  that  the  purchaser  from 
the  Crown  of  an  estate  which  the  alien  had  abandoned  should 
be  liable  after  nearly  forty  years’  possession,  and  forty-three 
years  after  the  title  of  the  Crown  to  this  particular  land  had 
been  found  of  record,  to  be  dispossessed  on  account  of  an 
alleged  irregularity  or  defect  of  this  description,  when  the 
right  to  traverse  the  very  facts  found,  and  upon  which  the 
right  of  the  Crown  wholly  rested,  had  been  long  since  gone. 

And  this  brings  us  to  the  consideration  of  what  it  has 
always  appeared  to  me  must  clearly  be  decisive  in  favour  of 
the  defendant,  namely,  the  legal  effect  of  our  statute  59  Geo. 
III.,  ch.12,  in  assuring  and  quieting  the  titles  derived  under 
the  Commissioners  of  Forfeited  E states.  That  act  was  passed 
for  the  double  purpose,  as  the  first  clause  explains,  of  provid- 
ing for  the  determination  and  payment  of  all  just  claims  of 
creditors  or  others  upon  and  out  of  the  estates  that  had 
been  forfeited,  either  by  attainder  for  high  treason  commit- 
ted during  the  war,  or  under  proceedings  taken  or  to  be 
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taken  under  the  statute  54  Geo.  III.,  ch.  9 ; and  after  satis- 
faction of  such  claims  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  estates 
which  the  legislature  directed  should  be  sold,  of  providing 
for  the  payment  of  whatever  surplus  should  remain  towards 
compensating  the  loyal  inhabitants  of  the  province  for  such 
losses  as  they  had  sustained  by  the  destruction  of  their 
property  during  the  war. 

Without  recapitulating  all  the  enactments  in  this  statute, 
it  will  be  seen  on  referring  to  it,  (sec.  2,)  that  it  required  the 
clerk  of  the  Court  of  Queen’s  Bench  to  furnish  to  the  Com- 
missioners of  Forfeited  Estates,  to  be  appointed  under  its 
provisions,  extracts  certified  under  the  seal  of  the  court  of 
all  inquisitions  made  or  taken  under  the  statute,  54  Geo. 
III.,  ch.  and  returned  into  that  court,  whereby  any  real 
estate  or  estates  had  been  vested  in  His  Majesty , in  which 
extracts  should  be  stated  ‘‘the  names,  additions,  and  places 
of  abode  of  the  persons  enquired  of  by  the  said  inquisitions, 
and  the  real  estates  which  by  such  inquisitions  are  vested 
in  His  Majesty,  as  the  same  are  described  in  the  said 
inquisitions  respectively,  together  with  the  dates  of  the 
said  inquisitions,  and  the  names  of  the  commissioners  by 
whom  they  were  respectively  taken.” 

These  certified  extracts  the  commissioners  were  required 
to  “enter  into  a book  to  be  provided  and  kept  by  them  for 
that  purpose.” 

And  (sec.  8)  an  extract  from  that  book,  signed  by  two  or 
more  of  the  commissioners  is  made  by  the  statute  legal  evi- 
dence of  the  matters  therein  certified  in  all  courts  of  justice, 
so  far  as  may  concern  the  execution  of  that  act,  as  fully  as 
the  record  itself  would  be  if  produced. 

The  commissioners  are  then  directed  to  sell  all  the  real 
estates  vested  in  His  Majesty  by  inquisitions  returned  under 
the  authority  of  the  act,  which  estates  were  by  the  act  vested 
in  the  commissioners,  and  after  all  claims  relating  to  them 
shall  have  been  determined  by  them,  which  claims  the  com- 
missioners were  to  determine,  and  were  to  satisfy  them  out 
of  the  proceeds  of  the  estates,  (sec.  4.) 

The  statute  requires  that  the  commissioners  shall  cause 
their  register  or  book  containing  the  extracts  of  inquisitions 
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to  be  kept  by  a proper  officer,  open  to  the  inspection  of  all 
who  may  desire  to  examine  it, in  order  that  the  estates  vested 
in  the  commissioners  may  be  duly  published,  “so  that  all 
persons  having  interest  therein  may  have  notice  thereof” 
(sec.  5.) 

And  besides  this  publication  of  the  estates  forfeited,  a 
duplicate  of  every  entry  in  the  book  was  to  be  sent  to  the 
clerk  of  the  peace  in  each  district,  who  was  to  enter  the 
same  in  a book  to  be  kept  by  him,  open  for  public  inspec- 
tion, and  to  put  up  a copy  thereof  on  the  door  of  the  Court 
House,  (sec.  6.) 

Having  thus  fully  provided  for  making  public  all  the 
estates  returned  under  the  statute  54  Geo.  III.,  ch.  9,  as 
having  been  in  the  possession  on  the  1st  of  July,  1812,  of 
persons  who  had  been  found  by  the  inquisitions  to  be  aliens, 
the  statute  proceeds  in  the  7th,  8th,  9th,  10th,  and  11th 
clauses,  to  provide  for  the  hearing  and  adjudication  of  all 
claims  of  a pecuniary  kind  upon  the  estates  thus  returned, 
and  for  the  payment  of  them  out  of  the  profits  of  the  estates, 
and  out  of  the  proceeds  of  them  when  they  should  come  to  be 
sold  under  the  act,  and  also  to  provide,  before  selling  the 
estates,  for  hearing  and  determining  all  claims  which  might 
be  advanced  to  the  estates  themselves,  by  any  others  than 
the  persons  forfeiting  the  same,  and  the  heirs,  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns  of  such  persons,  limiting  a time 
within  which  all  such  claims  of  both  descriptions  must  be 
preferred  or  be  for  ever  barred. 

As  to  any  claims  which  the  alien  himself,  or  his  heirs, 
executors,  administrators,  or  assigns  might  have  to  the 
very  lands  themselves,  they  were  left  to  the  operation  of 
the  clause  in  the  54  Geo.  III.,  ch.  9,  which  expressly  pre- 
served the  right  to  traverse  the  inquisition,  to  be  exercised 
however  within  a certain  time,  which  time  was  in  some 
few  cases  extended  by  the  legislator,  upon  application  of 
the  parties  who  had  let  the  time  limited  pass  by,  and  who 
applied  lor  such  acts  within  a reasonable  period,  and  prob- 
ably before  the  estates  had  been  sold,  and  gone  into  the 
possession  of  the  commissioners’  vendees. 

Then  follows  a provision  in  the  statute  (sec.  12)  which  it 
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seems  to  us  makes  it  impossible  for  the  plaintiff  to  maintain 
this  action.  It  is  in  these  words,  “And  be  it  further  en- 
acted,” &c.,  “that  all  and  every  the  estate  and  interests 
which  shall  be  entered  in  the  register , to  be  kept  by  the  said 
commissioners , according  to  the  directions  of  this  act,  to  or 
upon  which  no  claim  shall  be  entered  within  the  time  and 
in  the  manner  hereinbefore  prescribed,  shall  be  deemed  and 
taken  against  all  persons,  and  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  to 
be  vested  in  the  said  commissioners  in  virtue  of  this  act ; and 
such  estates  and  inserests  as  shall  be  so  entered  in  the  said 
registry,  “ and  to  or  upon  which  claims  shall  be  entered, 
shall  in  like  manner  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  vested  in 
the  said  commissioners,  subject  only  to  such  burthen, 
diminution,  or  eviction,  as  shall  arise  from  the  determination 
of  the  claims  that  shall  be  so  entered,  and  not  otherwise 

The  next  clause  (18th)  then  enacts  that  the  commissioners 
of  forfeited  estates,  in  whom  the  estates  that  had  been  en- 
tered in  the  register  shall  thus  have  become  vested,  shall 
proceed  to  sell  the  same  at  public  auction,  giving  at  least 
ninety  days’  notice,  and  shall  execute  deeds  to  the  respec- 
tive purchasers,  upon  payment  of  the  price  bid,  which  deeds 
are  by  the  act  directed  to  be  registered  in  the  county 
register. 

Surely  it  is  altogether  inconsistent  with  these  provisions 
that  the  devisee  of  the  alien  should  be  allowed  to  come 
thirty-eight  years  after  this  estate  of  William  Wallace  had 
been  publicly  sold  under  this  statute  by  the  commissioners 
in  whom  the  statute  had  vested  it,  in  order  to  its  being 
sold,  and  to  question  the  validity  of  the  title  of  this  defend- 
ant, who  soon  after  the  sale  purchased  from  the  vendee  of 
the  commissioners,  and  has  ever  since  lived  upon  and  im- 
proved the  property. 

It  is  true,  we  think,  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  barred  by  the 
Statute  of  Limitations,  4 Wm.  IV.,  ch.  1,  for  the  land  in 
question  in  this  action  being  in  a state  of  nature  when 
William  Wallace  departed  from  this  province  in  1818,  he 
cannot  be  said  to  have  discontinued  any  actual  possession 
which  he  had  ever  held  of  the  property,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  17th  section  of  that  act.  This  defendant  was  the  firsf 
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actual  occupant  of  the  property,  and  if  we  should  reckon 
either  from  that  time,  or  from  the  time  that  the  estate 
became  vested  either  in  His  Majesty,  under  the  54  Geo. 
III.,  ch.  7,  or  in  the  commissioners  under  the  Forfeited  Es- 
tates Act,  59  Geo.  III.,  ch.  12,  William  Wallace  was  then 
sesident  abroad,  and  so  we  assume  within  the  exception  of 
disability  arising  from  that  cause.  If  he  had,  indeed,  come 
in,  he  could  have  sustained  no  action,  while  the  inquisition 
remained  in  force,  by  which  he  had  been  found  an  alien, 
and  incapable  of  holding  lands  in  Upper  Canada. 

This  plaintiff,  and  Wallace’s  other  children  mentioned  in 
his  will,  were  born,  it  appears,  in  Niagara,  before  he  (Wal- 
lace) had  departed  from  the  province,  and  so  far  as  their 
legal  capacity  to  hold  real  estate  was  concerned,  they  could 
have  taken  as  devisees  whatever  Wallace  was  capable  of 
devising ; but  the  plaintiff  does  not  appear  to  have  been  in 
this  province  at  any  time  after  the  vesting  of  this  estate  in 
His  Majesty,  or  in  the  commissioners,  and  twenty  years 
before  this  action  was  brought;  so  that  we  do  not  see  that 
the  case  can  be  affected  by  any  thing  in  the  17th,  or  in  the 
28tli,  or  29th  sections  of  our  Statute  of  Limitations,  for  forty 
years  have  not  yet  elapsed  since  William  Wallace  can  be 
held  to  have  been  dispossessed,  unless  indeed  the  vesting  of 
the  seisin  in  His  Majesty  by  the  inquisition  returned  in  May, 
1817,  can  be  held  to  have  been  a dispossession  within  the 
meaning  of  the  act,  which  might  be  contended  for,  though 
we  are  not  prepared  to  say  with  success. 

On  the  whole  case  our  opinion  is  that  the  plaintiff  can- 
not, upon  the  evidence,  have  a verdict  entered  in  his  favour, 
and  that  the  rule  that  has  been  obtained  must  therefore  be 
discharged,  for  that  the  title  of  the  purchaser  from  the  Com- 
missioners of  Forfeited  Estates,  and  of  the  person  claiming 
under  them,  cannot  now  be  controverted,  in  face  of  the 
provisions  of  the  statute  59  Geo.  III.,  ch  12.  Under  the 
12th  clause  of  that  act,  this  estate  became  vested  in  the 
commissioners,  and  the  commissioners  were  not  only  jus- 
tified in  selling  it,  but  were  compelled  by  law  to  sell  it,  and 
their  sale  cannot  be  treated  as  illegal. 

The  purchaser  under  the  statute  has  the  strongest  assu- 
rance of  a title  that  the  law  could  give  him,  and  cannot  be 
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less  entitled  to  protection  than  the  purchaser  of  property  at 
sheriff’s  sale,  under  an  execution  upon  a judgment  which 
has  been  reversed  for  error ; upon  which  point  we  refer  to 
Bacon’s  Abridgment  “Error”  M.  8,  to  Goodyere  v.  Ince, 
(Cro.  Jac.  246,)  Hanwood  v.  Phillips,  (Sir  Orlando  Bridg- 
man’s Reports,  464.) 

It  is  clear  that  under  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  if  there 
were  any  third  party  to  whom  the  estate  belonged  on  the 
1st  of  July,  1812,  and  not  to  Wallace,  such  party  would 
have  been  for  ever  precluded  from  setting  up  his  title,  if  he 
omitted  to  advance  his  claim  before  the  commissioners  ac- 
cording to  the  statute  ; and  it  is  equally  clear  that  the  alien 
himself,  or  his  heirs,  having  lost  the  opportunity  of  travers- 
ing the  inquisition,  could  not  be  permitted  now  in  an  action 
of  ejectment  to  contest  the  truth  of  what  has  been  found  by 
it  of  record. 

William  Wallace  must  therefore  be  now  taken  by  us  to 
have  been  quasi  an  alien  born,  and  incapable  of  holding 
lands  in  Upper  Canada ; and  besides  the  difficulty  which 
the  statute  59  Geo.  III.,  ch.  12,  places  in  the  way  of  his 
heirs,  and  which  we  take  to  be  insuperable,  we  are  by  no 
means  satisfied  that  there  is  anything  in  the  ground  upon 
which  the  title  of  the  Crown  has  been  excepted  to,  namely# 
that  the  commissioners  and  jury  sitting  in  the  district  of 
Niagara,  could  not  legally  return  this  land  situate  in  the 
Home  District  as  having  been  in  the  seisin  of  Wallace  on 
the  1st  of  July,  1812. 

The  fact  of  his  being  an  alien,  and  incapable  of  holding 
land  in  Upper  Canada,  wras  properly  found  within  the  dis- 
trict of  Niagara,  where  he  resided,  and  in  which  district  he 
was  seised  of  an  estate,  which  at  least  was  rightfully  re- 
turned in  the  inquisition.  If,  besides  this,  an  inquisition 
ought,  according  to  the  general  rule,  to  have  been  taken  in 
the  Home  District,  in  order  that  His  Majesty  might  become 
seised  of  any  land  which  Wallace  had  been  seised  of  in  that 
district,  still  we  doubt  if  such  a necessity  under  the  general 
rule  extended  to  this  case,  in  which  there  was  no  one  in  posses- 
sion, nor  ever  had  been,  who  required  to  be  dispossessed,  and 
against  whom  His  Majesty  was  in  any  way  called  upon 
to  assert  his  title.  We  take  it  that  His  Majesty  could  with- 
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out  office  found  have  entered  into  the  vacant  lands  which 
had  belonged  to  the  alien  at  any  time.  But  whether  such 
office  could  or  could  not  have  been  otherwise  dispensed  with 
without  the  statute  59  Geo.  III.,  that  statute  had  clearly, 
we  think,  the  effect  of  vesting  this  estate  in  the  commis- 
sioners under  the  12th  clause,  and  it  gave  them  legal 
authority  to  sell  it. 

The  rule  for  entering  a verdict  for  the  plaintiff  is  there- 
fore discharged. 

Rule  discharged,  (a) 


Gibson  and  The  Corporation  of  the  United  Counties 
of  Huron  and  Bruce. 

Valuation  for  county  rate — Consol.  Stats.  U.  C.,  ch.  55,  secs.  70,  71 — By-laws 
— Construction  of. 

It  is  provided  by  the  Assessment  Act,  Consol.  Stats.  U.  C.,  ch.  55,  sec. 
70.  “ That  the  council  of  every  county  shall  yearly,  before  imposing 

any  county  rate,  and  not  later  than  the  first  day  of  July,  examine  the 
assessment  rolls  of  the  different  townships,  towns  an  1 villages  in  the 
county,  for  the  preceding  financial  year,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertain- 
ing whether  the  valuation  made  by  the  assessors  in  each  township, 
town  or  village,  for  the  current  year,  bears  a just  relation  to  the  valua- 
tion so  made  in  all  such  townships,  towns  and  villages  ; and  may,  for 
the  purpose  of  county  rates,  increase  or  decrease  the  aggregate  valua- 
tions of  real  property  in  any  township,  town  or  village,  adding  or  de- 
ducting so  much  per  cent,  as  may  in  their  opinion  be  necessary  to 
produce  a just  relation  between  all  the  valuations  of  real  estate  in  the 
county,  but  they  shall  not  reduce  the  aggregate  valuation  thereof  for 
the  whole  county  as  made  by  the  assessors.” 

JJpon  an  application  to  quash  a by-law  imposing  a county  rate : 

Held , that,  except  perhaps  when  a dishonest  intention  on  the  part  of  the 
council  is  clearly  shewn,  (which  was  not  the  case  here,)  the  court  have 
no  authority  to  over-rule  the  valuation  on  the  ground  of  its  alleged 
unfair  or  unequal  effect. 

Remarks  as  to  the  proper  mode  of  proceeding  under  the  above  provision 
of  the  statute. 

The  Court  refused  a mandamus  commanding  the  council  to  proceed  as 
directed  by  the  act,  as  it  was  not  clear  that  they  had  not  complied 
with  it  by  their  by-law. 

If  for  all  that  appears  a by-law  may  be  legal  it  will  be  upheld ; and  in  this 
case,  where  it  was  not  clear  upon  the  face  of  the  by-law,  nor  otoerwise 
shewn,  that  the  money  to  be  raised  by  it  was  for  services  not  belong- 
ing to  the  current  year,  the  omission  of  recitals  and  provisions  which 
would  in  that  case  have  been  essential  was  held  no  objection. 

R.  A.  Harrison  obtained  a rule  on  the  corporation  of  the 

(a)  Another  action  was  brought  in  the  Common  PleLS  by  the  same 
* plaintiff  against  one  Adamson,  for  a different  lot  claimed  under  the  same 
title.  A question  of  fact  arose  there  as  to  the  position  of  the  land, 
which  was  not  presented  in  the  case  against  Hewitt,  but  in  other  respects 
the  evidence  was  the  same,  and  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  also  gave 
judgment  in  favour  of  the  defendant. 
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united  counties  of  Huron  and  Bruce,  to  shew  cause  why  their 
by-law  No.  8,  intitled  “A  by-law  to  raise  within  the  united 
counties  of  Huron  and  Bruce  the  sum  of  fifty-one  thousand 
dollars  for  general  local  purposes  for  the  year  1860,”  or  so 
much  of  it  as  relates  to  the  townships  of  Morris,  Grey, 
Howick  and  Turnberry,  in  the  county  of  Huron,  or  some 
one  of  those  townships,  should  not  be  set  aside  with  costs. 

1.  Because  the  council  of  the  united  counties  did  not,  in 
June  last,  1860,  when  equalizing  the  valuation  in  the  dif- 
ferent municipalities  of  the  said  united  counties,  examine  the 
assessment  rolls  of  the  different  townships,  towns  and  vil- 
lages, for  the  preceding  financial  year,  in  order  to  ascertain 
whether  the  valuations  made  by  the  assessors  in  each  case 
for  the  current  year  bore  a just  relation  to  the  valuation, 
&c.,  made  in  all  such  townships,  towns  and  villages  in  the 
said  united  counties. 

2.  Because  the  valuations  in  the  different  townships,  towns 
and  villages  in  the  county  of  Bruce,  as  pretended  to  be 
equalized  by  the  council,  bore  no  just  relation  to  the  valua- 
tions in  the  townships,  towns  and  villages  of  the  county  of 
Huron,  but  were  made  and  equalized  independently  of  them. 

8.  Because  the  valuations  in  Huron  were  not  made  to  bear 
any  just  relation  to  each  other;  but  new  townships — such 
as  Morris,  Grey,  Howick  and  Turnberry — were  excessively 
and  disproportionately  taxed,  as  compared  with  the  older 
townships  of  Tuckersmith,  Goderich,  Colborne,  and  Bid-  ' 
dulpli,  which  is  contrary  to  the  statute. 

4.  Because  the  council,  while  pretending  to  equalize  the 
valuations  of  the  united  counties  for  the  purpose  of  county 
rates,  did  not  diminish  or  increase  the  aggregate  valuation 
of  real  property  in  the  different  townships,  towns  and  vil- 
lages in  the  united  counties,  by  adding  or  deducting  so 
much  per  cent,  as  might  be  necessary  to  produce  a just  rela- 
tion between  all  the  valuations  of  real  estate  in  the  united 
counties  ; but  proceeded  arbitrarily  to  classify  the  townships 
of  the  united  counties  at  certain  rates  per  acre,  without  re- 
gard to  the  aggregate  valuations  of  real  property  in  such 
townships,  towns  and  villages. 

5.  Because  such  classification  and  valuation,  as  regards 
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new  townships  in  Huron,  compared  with  the  valuations  in 
older  townships  in  the  same  county,  was  unjust  and  erron- 
eous, and  tended  to  impoverish  and  ruin  the  new  townships. 

6.  Because  the  by-law  moved  against,  in  apportioning  the 
rate  among  the  municipalities  in  the  united  counties,  related 
to  the  valuations  for  the  preceding  financial  year,  rather 
than  to  those  for  the  current  year  as  compared  with  those  of 
the  proceding financial  year, which  is  contrary  to  the  statute. 

7.  Because  the  by-law  is  in  other  respects  illegal. 

And  the  rule  also  called  upon  the  municipal  council  of 
the  united  counties  to  shew  cause  why  the  by-law  No.  9, 
entitled  “A  by-law  to  raise  the  assessment  within  the 
county  of  Huron  the  sum  of  $46,213,  for  the  purpose  of  pay- 
ing interest  and  sinking  fund  on  the  gravel  road  debentures, 
and  improvement  of  roads  and  bridges  within  the  county 
of  Huron,”  should  not  be  set  aside  with  costs. 

1.  Because,  for  the  reasons  before  stated  (in  relation  to 
the  by-law  No.  8)  the  equalized  assessment  rolls  of  the 
townships,  &c.,  in  the  united  counties,  for  the  current  year, 
are  unjust  and  illegal,  and  have  no  just  relation  to  the  valu- 
ation made  in  such  townships,  towns,  and  villages. 

2.  Because  the  council  did  not  proceed  according  to  law 
in  equalizing  the  valuations. 

3.  Because  the  pretended  equalization  so  made  bears 
oppressively  upon  the  new  townships,  as  compared  with  the 
older,  more  populous,  and  more  wealthy  townships. 

4.  Because  the  by-law  No.  9,  instead  of  imposing  a rate 
for  the  purposes  mentioned  in  it,  upon  the  whole  rateable 
property  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  united  counties  of 
Huron  and  Bruce,  restricts  the  rate  to  the  former  county, 
and  expressly  excludes  the  latter  county  from  its  operation. 

5.  Because  it  is  not  shewn  on  the  face  of  the  by-law  that 
the  debts  mentioned  in  it  are  debts  falling  due  within  the 
current  year. 

6.  Because  the  by-law  leaves  it  uncertain  whether  the 
money  to  be  raised  under  it  is  to  be  applied  to  debts  con- 
tracted before  the  passing  of  the  by-law,  or  to  debts  con- 
tracted by  it. 

7.  Because,  according  to  the  recitals  in  by-law  No.  9,  the 

8 u.  c.  q.  b.,  20. 
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money  is  to  be  raised  for  one  object,  viz.,  for  paying  the 
interest  and  sinking  fund  on  debentures  issued  for  making 
gravel  roads  in  the  county  of  Huron,  and  in  providing  roads 
and  bridges  in  that  county,  without  stating  when  or  for 
what  account  such  debentures  were  issued,  or  when  payable, 
and  by  what  authority  issued ; and  by  the  enacting  clause  it 
appears  that  the  money  is  to  be  expended  for  two  objects ; 
namely,  to  pay  the  interest  of  the  gravel  road  debentures, 
and  for  the  improvement  of  roads  and  bridges,  without 
stating  what  roads  and  bridges,  in  the  county  of  Huron  ; 
and  so  the  by-law  is  inconsistent  and  uncertain. 

8.  Because,  if  the  objects  be  two,  it  does  not  appear  what 
portion  of  the  money  to  be  raised  is  intended  for  one,  and 
how  much  for  the  other. 

9.  Because  no  day  is  named  in  the  financial  year  in  which 
the  by-law  was  passed,  for  its  taking  effect. 

10.  Because  the  by-law  does  not  state  when  the  debts 
mentioned  in  it  are  payable,  or  their  amount. 

11.  Because  the  by-law  is  in  other  respects  illegal. 

And  in  this  same  term,  R.  A.  Harrison  obtained  also  a rule 

on  the  defendants,  to  shew  cause  why  a writ  of  mandamus 
should  not  issue,  commanding  them  to  examine  the  assess- 
ment rolls  of  the  townships,  towns  and  villages  in  the  said 
united  counties,  for  1859,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining 
whether  the  valuation  made  in  each  township,  town,  &c.,  for 
the  current  year,  bore  a just  relation  to  the  valuations,  &c., 
made  in  all  such  townships,  &c.;  adding  or  deducting  so 
much  per  cent,  as  might  be  necessary  to  produce  a just  rela- 
tion between  all  the  valuations  of  real  estate  in  the  united 
counties;  but  not  to  reduce  the  aggregrate  valuation  thereof 
for  the  whole  united  counties,  as  made  by  the  assessors, 
according  to  the  true  intent  of  the  statute  in  that  respect; 
and  to  take  care  that  the  valuations  in  the  townships  of 
Morris,  Grey,  Howick  and  Turnberry,  in  the  said  county  of 
Huron,  bore  a just  relation  to  the  valuations  of  real  property 
in  the  townships  of  Tuckersmith,  Goderich,  Colborne  and 
Biddulph,  and  all  the  other  townships,  towns  and  villages 
of  the  united  counties ; and  to  do  whatever  the  court  might 
see  fit  to  command  in  the  premises. 
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The  by-law  No.  8 was  passed  on  the  80th  of  June,  1860. 
The  by-law  No.  9 was  passed  on  the  same  day. 

By-law  No.  8,  passed  on  the  80th  of  June,  1860,  recited  that 
it  was  necessary  to  raise  and  levy  upon  all  the  rateable  real 
and  personal  property  liable  to  taxation  in  the  united  coun- 
ties of  Huron  and  Bruce,  $51,000,  for  general  county  pur- 
poses, for  the  year  1860;  and  it  specified  what  those  purposes 
were  and  the  sum  required  for  each.  Among  these  were 
administration  of  justice,  salaries,  and  councillors’  fees^ 
grammar  school,  printing,  stationery,  &c.,  jurors,  contingen- 
cies, township  treasurer’s  commission — giving  an  amount  for 
each ; and  besides  those  the  following  : court-house  deben- 
tures, $1,160 ; Maitland  bridge  debentures,  $2,596 ; Bid- 
dulph  gravel  road  debentures,  $1,280 ; Municipal  loan  fund 
debentures,  $26,640; — the  whole  making  up  the  $51,000- 
It  then  recited  that  the  amount  of  rateable  property  within 
the  counties  of  Huron  and  Bruce  amounted  to  $11,182,040, 
according  to  the  equalized  valuation  of  the  different  munici- 
palities within  the  said  united  counties  for  1859  ; and  that 
it  would  require  the  sum  of  4f  mills  in  the  dollar,  to  be 
raised  upon  the  equalized  assessed  value  of  all  the  rateable 
real  and  personal  property  within  the  said  United  Counties 
of  Huron  and  Bruce,  to  make  the  sum  of  $51,000,  to  be 
expended  as  set  forth  above.  And  it  enacted  that  there  be 
raised,  levied  and  collected  from  all  the  rateable  real  and 
personal  property  within  the  United  Counties,  liable  to  be 
assessed  within  the  then  present  year,  (1860),  $51,000,  to 
be  expended  as  set  forth  in  the  foregoing  schedule.  And 
(sec.  2)  that  the  $51,000  be  apportioned  and  levied  from  the 
respective  municipalities  within  the  said  United  Counties, 
according  to  the  equalized  value  of  the  assessments  for 
1859,  as  their  contingent  proportion  respectively  of  the  sum 
required  for  the  purposes  before  mentioned,  and  which  are 
more  particularly  set  forth  in  the  schedule  at  the  end  of  the 
by-law,  and  forming  part  of  the  same.  Bee.  8. — And  that 
the  sum  to  be  collected  should  be  paid  to  the  county  treas- 
urer by  the  collector,  and  be  by  him  paid  to  the  County 
Council  on  or  before  the  25th  December,  1860,  who  should 
apply  the  same  to  the  purposes  mentioned  in  the  by-law. 
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Then  in  the  schedule  was  set  down  the  proportion  that  each 
municipality  had  to  pay  of  the  $51,000.  This  formed  the 
whole  of  that  by-law. 

The  by-law  No.  9 recited  that  it  was  necessary  to  raise 
$46,218,  for  paying  the  interest  and  sinking  fund  on  the 
debentures  issued  for  making  gravel  roads  in  the  county  of 
Huron,  and  improving  roads  and  bridges  within  the  said 
county, ; and  that  the  town  reeves  for  the  county  of  Bruce 
were  unwilling  that  a like  or  any  proportionate  sum  should 
be  raised  within  the  county  of  Bruce ; wherefore  it  was 
necessary  to  levy  a special  rate  upon  the  county  of  Huron 
for  the  said  purposes.  It  next  recited  that  the  amount  of 
rateable  property  in  the  county  of  Huron  was  $7,675,229, 
according  to  the  last  equalized  assessment  rolls  of  the  muni- 
cipalities within  the  said  county  of  Huron,  being  for  the 
year  1859  ; and  that  it  would  require  six  mills  in  the  dollar 
fully  to  be  raised  upon  the  equalized  value  of  the  rateable 
real  and  personal  property  in  the  county  of  Huron  to  make 
up  the  $46,218.  And  sec.  1 enacted  that  there  be  raised, 
&c.,  upon  the  property,  real  and  personal,  within  the  county 
of  Huron  liable  to  be  assessed  during  the  present  year,  1860, 
$46,213  as  a special  tax  over  and  above  all  other  rates  and 
taxes,  to  be  expended  in  the  payment  of  the  interest  and 
sinking  fund  of  the  gravel  road  debentures,  and  the  improve- 
ment of  roads  and  bridges  in  the  county  of  Huron.  Sec. 
2 enacted  that  the  $46,213  should  be  apportioned  and  levied 
upon  the  said  respective  municipalities  within  the  said  county 
of  Huron,  according  to  the  equalized  value  of  their  assess- 
ments for  the  year  1859,  as  their  contingent  portion  respec- 
tively of  the  sums  required  for  the  purposes  before  men- 
tioned, and  which  were  more  particularly  set  forth  in  the 
schedule  at  the  end  of  the  by-law,  and  forming  part  of  the 
same.  Sec.  3.  And  that  the  sums  so  to  be  levied,  &c., 
should  be  paid  over  by  the  collectors  to  the  proper  officers 
as  provided  by  law,  and  by  them  paid  over  to  the  County 
Treasurer  on  or  before  the  25th  December,  1860,  who  should 
apply  and  pay  the  same  to  the  purposes  for  which  they  had 
been  specially  appropriated  by  this  by-law.  Then  followed 
a schedule  specifying  the  proportion  of  the  $46,213  that 
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each  municipality  had  to  pay.  This  formed  the  whole  of 
by-law  No.  9. 

The  applicant,  Gibson,  made  an  affidavit  that  he  was  an 
inhabitant  and  ratepayer  of  the  township  of  Howick,  in  the 
county  of  Huron,  and  as  such  had  an  interest  in  the  by-law, 
and  a copy  of  the  by-laws  was  stated  by  him  to  have  been 
received  by  him  from  the  clerk  of  the  united  counties,  as 
they  stood  in  the  printed  pamphlet  annexed  to  his  affidavit. 
The  clerk  certified  them  to  be  true  copies,  and  that  they 
were  passed  on  the  30th  of  June  1860.  Gibson  swore  that 
he  received  them  certified  under  the  corporate  seal.  The 
clerk  refused,  he  said,  to  give  him  a copy  otherwise  than  by 
certifying  at  the  foot  of  each  by-law  as  printed  in  the 
pamphlet. 

Richards , Q.  C.,  shewed  cause.  He  cited  Consol.  Stats. 
U.  C.,  ch.  55,  secs.  70,  71,  72,  ch.  54,  secs.  222,  288,  289, 
292. 

Harrison  supported  the  rules,  citing  Tylee  and  the  Muni- 
cipality of  Waterloo,  9 U.  C.  R.  575;  Regina  v.  The  Com- 
missioners of  Land  Tax  for  the  Tower  Division,  2 E.  & R. 
694. 

The  contents  of  the  affidavits  filed  are  sufficiently  stated 
in  the  judgment. 

Robinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

The  by  law  No.  9 seems  to  be  sufficiently  verified,  though 
I confess  I was  long  in  detecting  the  seal,  if  it  can  be  called 
one,  to  the  clerk’s  certificate. 

Then  as  to  by-law  No.  8.  we  do  not  see  that  we  should 
be  justified  in  setting  it  aside  on  the  grounds  stated,  when 
we  find  how  the  complaints  and  objections  of  Gibson  are 
met.  Most  clearly  we  have  no  authority  to  place  ourselves 
in  the  situation  of  the  council  and  to  judge  for  them,  still  less 
to  place  ourselves  above  them  and  overrule  their  valuation 
upon  our  ideas  merely  of  what  would  be  more  just  and  more 
reasonable  in  regard  to  amount.  They  are  to  be  the  judges, 
and  undoubtedly  they  have  better  means  of  judging  than  we 
have.  We  speak  now  merely  in  reference  to  what  is  com- 
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plained  of  as  to  tbe  hard  and  unequal  effect  of  the  valuation. 
There  is  no  question  that  they  were  bound  to  conform  to  the 
directions  of  the  statutes  in  the  method  of  proceeding ; that 
is,  they  are  not  to  violate  them.  It  is  imputed  to  them  that 
they  have  done  so  in  this  case  ; but  we  do  not  see  that  that 
is  made  out  satisfactorily,  when  we  look  at  the  affidavits  on 
both  sides. 

The  affidavits  filed  in  answer  to  this  application  state 
positively  that  the  council  did  examine  the  assessment  rolls 
of  the  year  1859,  as  well  as  those  of  the  current  year  I860* 
and  we  cannot  therefore  assume  that  the  contrary  statements 
are  true,  and  act  upon  them  as  if  they  were  undisputed.  So, 
also,  as  regards  the  alleged  unequal  operation  of  the  by-law, 
the  statments  are  denied  on  oath  and  in  a very  circumstan- 
tial manner;  and  we  repeat  that,  as  regards  the  reasonableness 
of  the  valuations,  and  the  conclusions  to  be  come  to  on  that 
point  by  comparing  the  value  set  upon  land  in  one  munici- 
pality with  the  value  set  upon  land  in  another,  it  is  not  our 
province  to  judge  of  that ; and  if  it  were,  still  there  are 
various  circumstances  to  he  taken  into  consideration  as  bear- 
ing upon  the  question  of  computation  and  value,  which  we 
have  not  the  means  of  judging  of,  for  the  want  of  that  local 
knowledge  which  the  members  of  the  council,  chosen  by  the 
people  themselves;  must  be  supposed  to  possess,  and  doubtless 
do  possess.  It  is  not  merely  the  fact  that  one  township  has 
been  long  settled,  and  another  not  so  long,  that  should  alone 
influence  the  judgment  in  making  the  comparison,  nor  the 
number  of  inhabitants,  though  these  are  circumstances  that 
naturally  should  have  been,  and  we  may  suppose  must  have 
been,  taken  into  consideration.  Quality  of  soil  and  of  timber, 
abundance  or  scarcity  of  water,  convenience  of  communica- 
tion by  land  or  water,  distant  from  market,  and  the  descrip- 
tion of  inhabitants  as  well  as  their  numbers,  are  matters  that 
require  to  be  considered  in  comparing  one  township  with 
another  ; and  when  these  and  all  other  matters  have  been 
considered,  the  conclusions  which  they  may  seem  to  lead  to 
are  by  law  to  be  formed  by  the  council  and  not  by  this  court. 

We  do  not  mean  to  say  that  there  might  not  be  some  case 
so  extraordinary  in  its  circumstances  as  to  warrant  this  court 
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in  giving  effects  to  complaints  urged  against  a by-law  of  this 
nature,  which  might  be  more  or  less  connected  with  the 
propriety  of  the  valuations  settled  by  the  council  under  the 
70th  and  71st  clauses  of  the  existing  Assessment  Act  (Consol. 
Stats.  U.  C.,  ch.  55).  It  is  not  necessary  to  determine  that 
point,  for  certainly  this  does  not  appear  to  be  a case  in  which 
injustice  can  be  shewn  to  have  been  done,  so  monstrous  and 
so  manifest  as  to  leave  no  doubt  that  the  council  did  not 
exercise  that  authority  with  an  honest  intention  Doubtless 
the  council  were  bound  to  follow  the  directions  of  the  statute 
in  their  method  of  proceeding ; but  having  read  the  affidavits 
on  both  sides,  we  think  we  cannot  say  that  they  have  disre- 
garded the  directions  of  the  legislature. 

As  to  the  land  in  the  one  county  being  valued  independ- 
ently, and  without  regard  to  the  value  of  the  land  in  the 
other  county,  that  appears  to  be  satisfactorily  disproved. 

The  fourth  objection  is  repelled  by  the  affidavits  filed  on 
the  part  of  the  council. 

The  legislature,  indeed,  have  not  attempted  to  prescribe 
by  what  method  of  proceeding  the  townships,  towns  and 
villages  shall  be  made  to  bear  a just  relation  to  each  other 
in  regard  to  the  assessed  value  of  the  property.  They  could 
hardly  have  succeeded  in  any  attempt  to  do  so.  It  must  of 
necessity  be  left  to  the  judgment  of  those  who  are  to  conduct 
the  operation.  We  may  suppose  the  council  fixing  upon 
some  one  township  or  town,  &c.,  in  the  first  place,  as  that  in 
which  the  value  appears  to  have  been  assigned  with  the 
strictest  regard  to  truth  and  justice;  and  then,  having  selected 
such  a standard,  we  may  suppose  them  taking  up  each  other 
township,  town,  &c.,  and  adjusting  the  valuation  by  such 
standard.  In  doing  this  the  council  must  be  governed  by 
their  own  judgment,  and  could  not  in  the  nature  of  things 
have  any  rule  given  to  them  by  which  they  could  arrive  at 
any  particular  result.  It  must  be  entirely  a matter  of  opin- 
ion, whether  if  land  cleared  or  uncleared  in  township  A.  is 
valued  at  such  a sum  per  acre,  land  in  township  B.  ought  to 
be  valued  at  any  and  what  other  sum  per  acre.  When  the 
council  shall  have  adjusted  the  proportinate  value  which 
land  in  one  township  bears  to  land  in  the  other,  and  shall 
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have  compared  them  all  by  some  one  standard,  then  they 
have  to  ascertain  and  express  how  much  per  cent,  must  be 
added  to  or  deducted  from  the  assessments  in  each  township 
respectively  to  make  them  all  bear  a just  relation  to  each 
other.  That  is  not  given  as  a rule  or  method  of  proceeding 
that  can  guide  or  assist  the  council  in  adjusting  the  relation 
between  the  several  townships,  but  as  a method  by  which 
they  are  to  express  to  the  collectors  the  effect  of  the  relation 
which  they  have  established,  as  leading  to  an  addition  or  de- 
duction of  so  much  per  cent,  to  or  from  the  assessment  of 
each  individual,  according  as  they  have  found  the  assessment 
that  had  been  made  in  the  particular  township  too  high  or 
too  low  as  compared  with  the  standard  which  they  have  re- 
solved to  abide  by.  This  direction  to  the  collector  makes 
his  duty  afterwards  simple  and  precise  enough.  But  the 
business  of  the  council  in  equalizing  the  assessments  so  as  to 
make  all  the  townships,  &c.,  bear  a just  relation  to  each 
other,  is  one  that  cannot  be  accomplished  by  any  arithmetical 
calculation.  No  two  bodies  of  men,  and  no  two  individuals, 
could  be  expected  to  arrive  at  the  same  conclusions  if  they 
attempted  to  make  the  adjustment  independently  of  each 
other.  The  legislature  has  not  attempted  to  instruct  them 
how  they  are  to  proceed  in  order  to  do  equal  justice  ; they 
have  done  the  best  they  could  in  committing  the  duty  to 
them, Jin  general  terms,  of  equalizing  the  assessments  so  as  to 
produce  a just  relation , but  have  necessarily  left  it  to  them 
to  work  out  the  problem  as  they  best  can.  It  is  a thing 
more  easily  talked  of  than  done.  I confess  I think  that, 
although  the  person  who  framed  the  70th  and  71st  clauses  of 
ch  55,  Consol.  Stats.  U.  C.,  may  have  understood  very 
clearly  himself  what  he  intended,  he  had  not  succeeded  in 
making  his  meaning  quite  intelligible  to  others. 

As  regards  the  other  by-law,  No.  9,  besides  taking  some 
of  the  objections  to  it  which  were  made  grounds  of  complaint 
against  by-law  No.  8,  an  additional  objection  is  taken  (the 
4th  objection)  for  which  there  certainly  is  no  foundation, 
for  the  288th  section  of  the  Municipal  Act  expressly  provides 
“that  the  councils  of  united  counties  may  make  appropria- 
tions and  raise  funds  to  enable  either  county  separately  to 
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carry  on  such  improvements  as  may  be  required  by  the  in- 
habitants thereof.”  In  that  respect  therefore  there  has 
been  nothing  done  by  this  by-law.  (a) 

There  are  objections  of  another  kind  made  to  this  by-law y 
which  are  all  founded  upon  the  assumption  that  it  is  a by-law 
passed  for  raising  money  for  services  not  belonging  to  the 
current  year,  or  to  pay  debts  not  falling  due  within  that  year. 
But  we  do  not  see  that  we  should  be  warranted  in  treating 
this  by-law  as  one  of  that  description.  For  all  that  appears 
on  the  face  of  it,  it  is  open  to  no  such  objection.  The  in- 
terest and  sinking  fund  spoken  of  may  have  no  relation  to 
any  other  than  the  current  year,  and  the  same  may  be  said 
as  to  the  improvements  of  roads  and  bridges,  which  required 
money  to  be  laid  out  upon  them.  The  statutes  do  require 
that  by-laws  to  be  passed  for  certain  purposes  shall  contain 
particular  recitals  and  provisions,  but  from  the  absence  of 
any  such  recitals  and  provisions  we  are  not  at  liberty  to 
infer  anything  against  the  validity  of  the  by-law,  unless 
we  can  see  clearly  on  the  face  of  the  by-law,  or  have  other- 
wise shewn  to  us,  that  the  by-law  was  passed  for  a pur- 
pose which  required  them  to  be  inserted.  If,  for  all  that 
appears,  the  by-law  may  be  legal,  we  are  not  to  conjecture 
the  existence  of  facts  that  would  render  it  illegal.  It  is 
upon  this  principle  that  awards  made  by  individuals  are  dealt 
with,  and  we  should  not  be  less  considerate  in  upholding 
by-laws  made  by  municipal  councils,  which  are  chosen  by 
the  people,  and  are  intrusted  by  the  legislature  with  exten- 
sive powers.  ( b ) It  is  difficult  to  foresee  how  much  public 
inconvenience  may  be  sometimes  occasioned  by  quashing 
by-laws  after  they  had  been  acted  upon,  and  though  this 
can  never  be  admitted  as  a reason  for  sustaining  what  has 
been  clearly  shown  to  be  illegal,  it  is  a strong  reason  for 
declining  to  quash  a by-law  except  on  some  clear  grounds. 
We  do  not  see  any  case  of  illegality  clearly  made  out  against 
the  by-laws  now  moved  against,  and  therefore  discharge 
the  rule  for  quashing  them,  with  costs. 

(a)  This  objection  having  been  raised  by  inadvertence  was  abandoned 
by  counsel  on  argument. 

( b ) See  Cameron  and  the  Municipality  of  East  Nissouri,  13  U.  C.  R.  190. 
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As  to  the  application  for  a mandamus,  we  do  not  see  the 
necessity  for  giving  any  such  general  directions  to  the  muni- 
cipal council  as  we  are  asked  to  give.  We  do  not  find  that 
they  have  violated  the  statute  in  their  mode  of  proceeding, 
or  that  they  have  left  anything  undone  which  they  were  re- 
quired to  do.  The  case  cited  of  the  Queen  v.  The  Commis- 
sioners of  Land  Tax  for  the  Tower  Division  of  Middlesex, 
(2  E.  & B.  694,)  is  only  an  authority  for  shewing  that  the 
court  may  issue  a mandamus  to  compel  a legal  and  just 
assessment,  when  they  see  a clear  ground  to  interpose,  but 
the  reasoning  in  the  case,  and  the  manner  in  which  it  was 
disposed  of,  shews  that  the  court  will  not  interpose  unless 
upon  some  specific  and  clear  ground. 

We  think  this  rule  also  must  be  discharged  with  costs. 

Buies  discharged. 


During  this  term  the  following  gentlemen  were  called 
to  the  bar : — Alexander  Mairs,  Theodore  Henderson, 
Spencer,  John  Livingston,  David  Blain,  Thomas  Henry 
Bull,  James  Alexander  McCulloch. 
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August  27th,  1860. — The  following  rule  was  read  in 
court : — 

IN  THE  COURT  OF  QUEEN’S  BENCH  AND  COURT 
OF  COMMON  PLEAS. 

Trinity  Term,  24  Vic.,  1860. 

1st.  It  is  ordered,  that  from  and  after  the  first  day  of 
this  present  Trinity  Term,  24  Victoria,  Rule  No.  155,  of  this 
Court  of  Trinity  Term,  1856,  be  rescinded,  and  that  the 
following  be  substituted  therefor : — No.  155.  In  an  action 
of  the  proper  competence  of  the  county  or  division  courts 
respectively,  in  which  final  judgment  shall  be  obtained  by 
a plaintiff  without  trial,  or  in  which  plaintiff  shall  obtain 
execution  on  proceedings  in  the  nature  of  a final  judgment, 
no  more  than  county  or  division  court  costs,  as  the  case 
may  be,  shall  be  taxed  without  the  special  order  of  the  court 
or  a judge,  but  this  rule  shall  not  extend  to  costs  on  inter- 
locutory proceedings. 

2nd.  It  is  also  ordered  that  rule  No.  16,  of  Trinity  Term, 
20  Vic.,  be  rescinded,  and  the  following  substituted  therefor  : 
The  offices  of  the  clerks  of  the  Crown  and  Pleas  shall  be  kept 
open  as  follows  : that  is  to  say,  during  term  from  ten  in  the 
morning  till  four  in  the  afternoon,  and  (except  between  the 
1st  day  of  July,  and  21st  day  of  August)  at  other  times  from 
ten  in  the  morning  until  three  in  the  afternoon,  Sundays, 
Christmas  day,  Good  Friday,  Easter  Monday,  New  Year’s 
Bay,  and  the  birthday  of  the  Sovereign,  and  any  day 
appointed  by  general  proclamation  for  a general  fast  or 
thanksgiving,  excepted  ; and  between  the  first  day  of  July 
and  twenty-first  day  of  August,  both  days  inclusive,  when 
the  said  offices  shall  be  open  from  half-past  nine  in  the 
forenoon  until  twelve  o’clock  noon. 

JNO.  B.  ROBINSON,  C.  J. 

WM.  H.  DRAPER,  C.  J.  C.  P. 

A.  McLEAN,  J. 

ROBT.  E.  BURNS,  J. 

WM.  B.  RICHARDS,  J. 

JOHN  H.  HAGARTY,  J. 
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Present : 

The  Hon.  Sir  John  Beverley  Robinson,  Bart.,  C.  J. 
“ Archibald  McLean,  J. 

“ Robert  Easton  Burns,  J. 


In  the  matter  of  John  Anderson,  committed  under  the 

EXTRADITION  TREATY  WITH  THE  UNITED  STATES. 

Extradition — Murder  committed  by  a slave  to  prevent  capture — Ashburton 
treaty — Consol.  Stats.  C.,  ch.  89. 

A.  being  a slave  in  the  state  of  Missouri,  belonging  to  one  M.,  had  left 
his  owner’s  house  with  the  intention  of  escaping.  Being  about  thirty 
miles  from  his  home  he  met  with  D.,  a planter,  working  in  the  field 
with  his  negroes,  who  told  A.  that  as  he  had  not  a pass  he  could  not 
allow  him  to  proceed,  but  that  he  must  remain  until  after  dinner,  when 
he,  D.,  would  go  with  him  to  the  adjoining  plantation,  where  A.  had 
told  him  that  he  was  going.  As  they  were  walking  toward’s  D’s 
house  A.  ran  off,  and  D.  ordered  bis  slaves,  four  in  number,  to  take 
him.  During  the  pursuit  D.,  who  had  only  a small  stick  in  his  hand, 
met  A.  and  was  about  to  take  hold  of  him,  when  A.  stabbed  him  with 
a knife,  and  as  D.  turned  and  fell  he  stabbed  him  again.  D.  soon 
afterwards  died  of  his  wounds. 

By  the  law  of  Missouri  any  person  may  apprehend  a negro  suspected 
of  being  a runaway  slave,  and  take  him  before  a justice  of  the  peace  ; 
any  slave  found  more  than  twenty  miles  from  his  home  is  declared  a 
runaway  ; and  a reward  is  given  to  whoever  shall  apprehend  and 
return  him  to  his  master. 

A.  having  made  his  escape  to  this  province  was  arrested  here  upon  a 
charge  of  murder,  and  the  justice  before  whom  he  was  brought  having 
committed  him,  he  was  brought  ud  in  this  court  upon  a habeas  corpus, 
and  the  evidence  returned  under  a certiorari. 

It  was  contended  that  as  A.  acted  only  in  defence  of  his  liberty  there 
was  no  evidence  upon  which  to  found  a charge  of  murder  if  the  al- 
leged offence  had  been  committed  here,  and  that  he  could  not  be 
demanded  by  the  treaty. 

Held,  that  under  the  Ashburton  treaty  and  our  statute  for  giving  effect 
to  it,  Consol.  Stats.  C.,  ch.  89,  the  prisoner  was  liable  to  be  surrendered. 
McLean,  J.,  dissenting,  and  holding  that  the  information,  warrant  of 
commitment,  and  evidence,  (to  which  no  objection  was  taken  on  argu- 
ment,) were  insufficient  : that  if  the  charge  had  been  clearly  made 
out  the  case  was  not  whithin  the  treaty  ; and  that  the  prisoner  there- 
fore was  entitled  to  his  discharge. 

The  prisoner,  John  Anderson,  having  been  arrested  upon 
a charge  of  murder  committed  in  the  state  of  Missouri,  a 
writ  of  Habeas  Corpus  was  granted,  upon  which  he  was 
brought  up  from  the  gaol  of  the  county  of  Brant. 
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He  was  a negro,  and  had  been  a slave  in  that  state.  The 
homicide  was  admitted,  hut  it  was  contended  that  as  the  per- 
son killed  was  at  that  time  in  pursuit  of  the  prisoner,  who  was 
endeavouring  to  escape  from  slavery,  and  acted  only  in  de- 
fence of  his  freedom,  the  evidence  failed  to  shew  any  ground 
for  a charge  of  murder  according  to  our  law,  and  that  the 
surrender  of  the  prisoner  could  therefore  not  be  claimed. 

The  magistrate  committed  the  prisoner,  but  the  question 
being  one  of  importance,  the  government  desired  to  obtain 
the  opinion  of  the  court  upon  the  legal  construction  of  the 
treaty ; and  upon  the  argument  the  counsel  for  the  prosecu- 
tion expressly  waived  all  objection  to  the  right  to  review  the 
justices’  decision. 

The  case  having  excited  much  attention  both  here  and  in 
England,  the  evidence  and  proceedings  before  the  magistrates 
are  gtven  at  length,  as  filed  upon  the  return  to  the  writ  of 
Habeas  Corpus,  and  under  a Certiorari  which  had  issued  to 
the  justices. 

INFORMATION. 

Province  of  Canada,  ) The  information  and  complaint  of 

County  of  Br^nt.  J James  A.  Gunning,  of  the  City  of 
Detroit,  in  the  State  of  Michigan,  taken  this  thirtieth  day  of 
April,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred 
and  sixty,  before  the  undersigned,  one  of  Her  Majesty’s 
justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  said  county  of  Brant, 
who  saith  that  one  John  Anderson  did  on  the  28th  day  of 
September,  A.D.,  1858,  wilfully,  deliberately,  and  mali- 
ciously murder  one  Seneca  T.  P.  Diggs,  in  the  county  of 
Howard,  in  the  State  of  Missouri,  one  of  the  United  States 
of  America  ; all  of  which  this  deponent  doth  verily  believe. 

(Signed)  J.  A.  GUNNING. 

Sworn  before  me,  the  day  and  year  first  above  mentioned, 
at  Brantford. 

(Signed)  W.  MATHEWS,  J.  P. 


Province  of  Canada, 
County  of  Brant, 
To  wit: 

liciously,  and  felonious 


EVIDENCE. 

Brantford,  Sept.  27,  1860. 

Examination  of  John  Anderson, 
- charged  by  J.  A.  Gunning  with 
having  wilfully,  deliberately,  ma- 
y murdered  one  Seneca  T.  P.  Diggs, 
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of  Howard  County,  in  the  State  of  Missouri,  one  of  the 
United  States  of  America,  on  the  28tli  day  of  September, 
1858. 

Prisoner,  by  counsel,  G.  M.  Wilson,  Esq.,  denies  the 
charge. 

William  C.  Baker,  sworn,  says. — I live  in  Howard  county, 
in  the  state  of  Missouri.  I have  lived  there  ever  since  1844, 
except  one  year,  I lived  in  the  same  state  during  that  time, 
part  in  Saline  county  and  part  in  Jackson  county.  I work 
at  the  carpenter  trade,  and  sometimes  work  on  a farm.  I 
know  the  prisoner.  He  was  a slave  and  belonged  to  Moses 
Burton,  of  Howard  county,  state  of  Missouri,  where  I first 
knew  him.  I became  acquainted  with  him  in  the  fall  of 
1844.  He  lived  with  Mr.  Burton  when  I went  to  Missouri 
in  1844,  and  continued  with  him  until  1858.  He  went  by 
the  name  of  Jack  Burton.  The  last  I saw  of  him  was  in 
1858,  until  I saw  him  in  this  country.  1 am  certain  of  An- 
derson’s identity.  I did  not  see  him  from  1853  until  I came 
here.  Burton  transferred  him  in  1853  to  McDonald,  of 
Saline  county,  about  thirty  or  thirty-two  miles  away  (that  is 
Burton’s  from  McDonald’s).  Anderson  had  a wife.  She 
lived  with  Samuel  Brown,  in  Howard  county.  That  was  a 
mile  and  a half  or  two  miles  from  Burton’s.  I know  a man 
of  the  name  of  Givens.  He  lived  about  six  miles  from 
Brown’s.  Seneca  T.  P.  Diggs  and  Givens  lived  on  adjoining 
farms.  I know  Anderson  was  in  the  neighbourhood  of 
Brown’s  in  September,  1853.  1 lived  in  the  neighbourhood 

of  Brown’s  since  1853.  I have  not  heard  of  Anderson 
being  there  since  1853.  I first  saw  Anderson  in  Simcoe 
gaol,  in  Canada ; he  was  brought  out, and  two  others, coloured 
persons,  with  him ; I knew  him  the  moment  I saw  him.  He 
has  a mark  on  his  fingers ; his  right  fore-finger  is  stiff  on  the 
joint ; I heard  he  had  a cut  on  one  of  his  legs ; don’t  know 
this  from  own  knowledge.  Diggs,  Brown,  Givens,  and  my- 
self, all  lived  in  Howard  county.  Diggs  is  not  now  living. 
I saw  him  lying  in  bed  suffering  from  a wound  he  received 
from  a knife ; he  died  in  fourteen  days  after  he  was  stabbed. 
He  lived  four  days  after  I last  saw  him.  I saw  him  twice 
after  he  was  wounded.  The  first  time  I saw  him  he  told 
me  that  a man  by  the  name  of  Jack,  who  belonged  to  a man 
of  the  name  of  McDonald,  of  Saline  county,  was  passing  his 
farm  and  spoke  to  him,  and  asked  him  the  way  to  Charles 
Givens.  Diggs  said  he  told  him  to  go  in  and  eat  dinner,  and 
he  would  go  to  Givens’  with  him.  He  further  stated  that  he 
started  to  go  to  the  house.  He  (Diggs)  thought  that  An- 
derson was  going  in.  Jack  told  him  that  he  was  going  to 
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Givens’  for  the  purpose  of  getting  Givens  to  buy  him.  He 
then  broke  and  ran  away.  He  called  out  to  his  black  boys 
to  catch  him.  They  ran  in  a circle,  and  after  running  for 
some  time,  when  Mr.  Higgs  was  going  over  a fence,  Jack 
came  in  contact  with  him  and  stabbed  him.  I saw  one  cut 
in  his  right  side.  The  doctor  told  me  he  would  die.  This 
took  place  the  same  day.  He  seemed  to  be  suffering  very 
much  when  I saw  him.  The  doctor  said  he  would  die  from 
the  wound. 

Cross-examined  by  Mr.  Wilson. — I knew  he  had  a stiff 
finger  ever  since  I was  acquainted  with  him;  don’t  know 
how  he  got  it.  I have  frequently  had  hold  of  his  hand.  I 
saw  Anderson  once  in  September,  1858,  in  Howard  county, 
a day  or  two  before  the  cutting  of  Higgs.  He  was  on 
Brown’s  farm ; he  was  running  from  a couple  of  my  neigh- 
bours, to  keep  them  from  taking  hold  of  him  ; they  wanted 
to  deliver  him  up  to  McHonald.  He  had  been  out  from 
McHonald’s  about  three  weeks.  They  supposed  Anderson 
had  ran  away  from  McHonald,  as  his  wife  was  on  that  side 
of  the  river.  Mr.  Higgs  said  he  asked  Anderson  if  he  had 
a pass.  There  have  been  slaves  escaping  occasionally 
from  there.  I did  not  swear  that  Higgs  told  me  he  had 
received  but  one  cut.  The  doctor’s  name  was  Samuel 
Crewse ; he  was  understood  to  be  a regular  physician,  prac- 
tising for  years.  The  county  of  Howard  employed  me  to 
come  overchere.  I have  no  authority.  I came  to  identify 
the  prisoner.  The  County  of  Howard  is  to  pay  me  for 
this.  They  pay  my  expenses  and  two  dollars  and  a half 
per  day ; I draw  it  from  the  clerk.  The  clerk's  name  is 
Charles  IT.  Stewart.  I am  not  paid  from  other  persons  or 
from  other  sources.  Mr.  Higgs,  when  I first  saw  him,  un- 
derstood what  he  was  talking  about. 

The  case  was  adjourned  until  ten  o'clock  next  day,  but 
at  the  request  of  counsel  on  both  sides  it  was  resumed  on 
the  same  day. 

Messrs.  Freeman  and  Tisdale  appeared  for  the  prisoner ; 
Messrs.  Van  Norman  and  McKerlie  for  the  plaintiffs. 

W.  C.  Baker,  re-called: — I live  in  Howard  county,  state 
Missouri.  Anderson  was  a slave  there,  in  Missouri.  I did 
not  see  the  wound  made.  Higgs  told  me  it  was  about  din- 
ner time  when  he  first  saw  Anderson.  He  asked  him  to 
take  dinner  at  his  house,  when  Anderson  broke  away  from 
him.  Higgs  was  trying  to  stop  him.  Higgs  was  trying  to 
stop  him  from  running  away  from  his  master,  McHonald. 
I understood  he  was  going  to  be  sold.  He  went  towards 
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Givens’,  to  induce  him  to  buy  him.  A slave  does  not  sell 
himself,  but  sometimes  he  tries  to  get  an  exchange  of  mas- 
ters ; but  they  have  no  right  by  law  to  do  so.  He  was 
going  to  induce  Givens  to  buy  him.  Higgs  told  him  the 
law  of  the  state  compelled  him  to  stop  him  if  he  had  no 
pass.  Higgs  asked  him  to  go  to  his  house.  Higgs  and 
they  started  to  the  house.  When  they  got  on  a piece  Jack 
broke  loose  and  broke  away.  It  was  at  dinner-time  when 
he  saw  Jack  first,  and  told  him  to  go  to  his  house  and  get 
dinner,  and  he  would  go  along  with  him.  After  he  broke 
and  ran  away  from  him  the  parties  who  pursued  him  made 
a circle.  Jack  ran  in  a circle.  Higgs  called  to  his  black 
boys  to  catch  him.  They  started  after  him.  There  were 
three  or  perhaps  more  black  hoys.  Higgs  was  going  to  stop 
him  to  return  him  to  his  master,  McHonald,  in  slavery. 
It  was  in  that  pursuit  that  Higgs  was  stabbed  and  got  his 
death  blow.  Hid  not  understand  from  Higgs  it  was  to  do 
Jack  any  harm.  They  tried  to  catch  him,  but  merely  to 
retain  him. 

Examined  by  Messrs.  McKerlie  and  Van  Norman. — From 
the  time  I knew  Anderson  his  character  was  bad;  he  was 
savage  and  ill-disposed.  As  they  were  making  a circle 
Higgs  was  getting  over  a fence.  Jack  was  coming  towards 
him  and  tried  to  stop  him,  and  he,  Higgs,  was  going  to  take 
hold  of  him  to  stop  him.  Jack  was  coming  towards  him 
and  stabbed  him. 

Examined  by  Mr.  Freeman. — As  Higgs  got  over  the  fence 
they  came  in  contact,  and  he  received  the  stab.  Higgs 
had  gone  to  the  fence  to  stop  him,  so  he  said  to  me.  The 
prisoner  had  difficulties  with  the  man  who  raised  him. 
He  refused  to  do  what  he  was  bid,  and  on  one  occasion  he 
refused  to  catch  his  master’s  horse  when  he  was  told.  He 
and  his  master  had  some  words;  there  were  no  blows  struck. 
Hon’t  know  personally  any  other  act,  hut  his  public  reputa- 
tion was  bad  for  stealing  and  being  a thief.  Hon’t  know  he 
was  ever  convicted.  The  neighbours  said  he  stole.  Hon’t 
know  he  ever  stole  from  his  master.  He  was  accused  for 
stealing  chickens,  eggs,  and  butter.  Hon’t  know  that  he 
was  ever  brought  before  a justice  for  it.  Samuel  Brown 
accused  him  of  this.  Jno.  M.  Harris  and  Jno.  C.  George 
Brown  accused  him  for  stealing  eggs,  the  others  of  butter 
and  chickens.  Can’t  say  when  it  was.  These  accusations 
are  common  there  against  the  coloured  people.  It  was  in 
1847  and  1848  I heard  this.  He  was  there  at  this  time, 
but  he  was  not  taken  up  for  any  of  these  things. 

Thomas  D.  Diggs,  sworn. — I am  the  son  of  Seneca  T.  P. 
Higgs,  of  Howard  county,  state  of  Missouri.  I have  always 
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resided  at  home  ; was  not  at  home  when  my  father  received 
his  wounds.  When  I returned  home  I found  my  father  in 
hed.  He  was  suffering  very  much  ; he  never  rose  from  a 
bed  of  suffering ; he  never  spoke  of  recovering  ; he  thought 
he  would  not  get  well.  The  doctor  told  the  family  my  father 
would  not  get  well.  Two  or  three  days  before  my  father 
died  he  wished  to  speak  to  me,  and  I went  to  him,  and  he 
said  he  would  soon  be  dead,  he  could  not  live  much  longer. 
He  spoke  of  my  mother  and  brother  and  sisters.  He  spoke 
of  the  cutting  affair.  He  said  he  went  to  the  barn  with  the 
hands  to  take  in  tobacco  ; he  got  through  before  12  o’clock, 
or  a little  before.  He  started  for  dinner.  He  came  across 
a nigger.  He  had  no  pass.  He  asked  him  where  he  was 
going  and  who  he  belonged  to.  The  nigger  told  him  he  was 
going  to  Charley  Givens  to  get  him  to  buy  him.  He  belong- 
ed to  a man  on  the  other  side  of  the  river  of  the  name  of 
McDonald.  He  said  he  did  not  want  to  live  on  the  other 
side  of  the  river.  Samuel  Brown  had  his  wife.  My  father 
asked  him  if  he  had  a pass.  He  said  no.  My  father  told 
him  it  looked  suspicious  living  so  far  off ; he  must  be  a run- 
away. My  father  told  him  he  could  not  allow  him  to  go 
without  a pass,  as  be  would  be  held  responsible.  He  told 
him  to  go  to  the  house  and  get  his  dinner,  and  he  would  go 
with  him  to  Charley  Givens’  and  he  would  see  about  the 
matter.  He  started  on  to  the  house.  The  negro  was  going 
on  very  quietly.  All  at  once  he  started  off  and  ran.  He  said 
he  told  his  negroes  to  catch  him.  They  started  after  him. 
and  he  went  with  my  brother.  He  was  not  able  to  go  so  fast 
and  he  stayed  with  him.  After  they  had  run  around  some 
time  the  negro  met  him.  The  negro  ran  at  him  and  stabbed 
him.  He  had  a little  stick  in  his  hand,  and  as  the  negro  ran 
at  him  he  struck  at  him.  The  negro  cut  him  a little  in  the 
wrist ; he  then  stabbed  him  in  his  breast.  The  blow  stunned 
him.  He  turned  to  leave  and  his  feet  caught  in  something,  and 
while  he  was  in  the  act  of  falling,  or  had  fallen,  he  stabbed 
him  again  in  the  hack.  The  negro  then  immediately  ran. 
The  paw-paw  is  a very  light  wood  ; it  never  grows  large. 
The  one  my  father  had  was  small.  I am  twenty-five  years 
old  last  December.  My  father  was  a delicate  man,  slim  and 
small ; his  height  was  six  feet.  He  was  slight,  spare-made  ; 
he  would  not  be  able  to  cope  with  the  prisoner.  His  health 
was  not  good.  They  considered  the  negro  a runaway  My 
father  was  about  thirty  miles  from  McDonald’s,  as  I have 
heard.  He  did  not  live  in  the  same  county  with  father.  I 
suppose  my  father  wanted  to  catch  the  negro.  I would  sup- 
pose he  wanted  to  return  him  to  the  owner  ; he  was  a slave, 
9 u.  c.  q.  b.  20. 
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I have  no  doubt.  Prisoner  is  about  five  feet  eight  or  nine 
inches  ; his  weight  is  about  one  hundred  and  sixty  or  seventy 
pounds.  My  father’s  usual  weight  was  about  one  hundred 
and  thirty-five  or  forty  pounds.  When  the  negro  ran  at  my 
father  he  had  the  knife  drawn  in  his  hand. 

B.  Hazellmrst,  sivorn. — I live  in  Brantford;  am  a county 
constable.  Prisoner  made  no  statement  to  me  but  what  he 
said  in  court ; he  said  he  was  attempting  to  get  away  and  he 
cut  a man,  but  he  did  not  believe  he  was  dead.  This  took 
place  in  the  state  of  Missouri.  He  said  he  was  chased  in 
attempting  to  get  away  and  he  cut  a man.  I understood  he 
was  getting  away  from  slavery. 

S.  B.  Freeman,  counsel  for  prisoner,  consents  that  the 
evidence  of  Phil,  a slave,  shall  be  taken  as  evidence. 

Phil , a slave,  the  property  of  Frances  A.  Higgs,  widow, 
of  Seneca  T.  P.  Higgs,  of  lawful  age,  being  produced,  sworn, 
and  examined,  deposeth  and  saith  : Next  fall  will  be  seven 
years  ago  a negro  man  came  to  us,  (my  master,  Seneca  T 
P.  Higgs,  and  the  balance  of  the  negroes,)  in  my  master’s 
field.  My  master  asked  him  if  he  had  a pass  ; he  said  he 
did  not  have  a pass ; master  told  him  he  could  not  let  him 
go  clear  without  a pass.  He  told  nry  master  that  a man  by 
the  name  of  Burton  raised  him  : that  he  now  belonged  to  a 
man  over  the  river  by  the  name  of  McHonald  : that  he  had 
a wife  at  Mr.  Sam  Brown’s,  in  Howard  county  : that  he  was 
then  going  to  Mr.  Givens  to  get  Givens  to  buy  him.  Master 
told  him  he  could  not  let  him  go  on  that  way  without  a pass  : 
that  he  must  go  up  to  the  house  and  eat  dinner,  and  then 
he  would  go  with  him  up  to  Mr.  Givens.  He  told  master  that 
his  name  was  Jack.  Just  before  we  got  to  the  house  the 
negro  broke  and  ran.  Master  told  us  negroes  to  run  after 
him.  We  ran  after  him.  Master  said  we  should  have  the 
reward  if  we  would  catch  him.  While  we  was  running  him 
he  took  out  his  knife.  We  runned  him  around  a good  long- 
while  ; master  would  halloo  all  the  while  and  we  would 
answer  him ; at  last  master  met  the  negro,  and  I saw  him  cut 
master  twice  with  a knife.  I saw  him  when  he  run  at  my 
master  with  the  knife.  While  we  were  running  after  him 
he  said  he  wrnuld  kill  us  if  w7e  came  near  him.  We  ran  after 
him  some  time  after  he  stabbed  master,  but  could  not  catch 
him.  The  negro  that  killed  my  master  was  named  Jack. 
He  once  belonged  to  Moses  Burton,  of  Howard  county,  and 
had  a wdfe  at  Sam.  Brown’s.  I knew  him  and  have  seen 
him  the  day  before  he  killed  my  master.  This  happend 
in  Howard  county,  Missouri,  in  the  United  States  of 
America,  in  the  year  1853. 

his 

(Signed,)  PHIL,  X a slave. 

mark. 
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Sworn  to  and  subscribed  before  me  this  day  and  year 
(Signed)  J.  A.  HOLLIDAY,  J.P. 

J.  A.  Holliday,  sworn. — I live  in  Howard  county,  state  of 
Missouri ; have  lived  there  since  the  month  of  June,  1829. 
I was  born  there ; am  a lawyer  by  profession.  The  first 
section,  3rd  article,  of  the  act  concerning  slaves,  revised 
statutes  of  1845,  for  the  state  of  Missouri,  provides,  any 
person  may  apprehend  any  negro  or  mulatto  being  or  sus- 
pected of  being  a runaway  slave,  and  take  him  or  her  be- 
fore justices  of  the  peace.  The  second  section  provides, 
that  the  justices  shall  take  possession  of  and  deliver  him  or 
her  to  the  owner.  The  18th  section  of  the  same  article  pro- 
vides, that  any  slave  found  to  he  more  than  twenty  miles 
from  home  shall  be  declared  to  be  a runaway.  The  16th 
section  provides,  that  any  one  apprehending  a runaway  shall 
be  paid  the  sum  of  $5  as  a reward  if  taken  within  the  state, 
and  $50  if  taken  without  the  state,  and  ten  cents  for  every 
mile  of  travel  in  order  to  convey  the  runaway  home  to  his 
master.  This  law  was  in  force  in  1858  and  is  still  in  force 
in  substance.  I heard  of  the  death  of  Mr.  Higgs  at  the 
time  it  took  place,  and  have  not  heard  of  the  death  of  any 
other  person  there  since  in  that  way,  nor  for  several  years 
before.  I don’t  know  that  I ever  saw  prisoner  until  the 
other  night;  I may  have  seen  him,  but  don’t  know  that  I 
have. 

Benjamin  F.  Diggs,  sworn. — I live  in  Howard  county, 
state  of  Missouri,  United  States  of  America.  I am  fifteen 
years  old  on  the  30th  of  May  last.  I am  son  of  Seneca  T. 
P.  Higgs.  He  is  now  dead.  He  died  in  the  fall  of  1853, 
in  the  month  of  November  of  that  year ; on  the  11th  I think. 
The  cause  of  his  death  was  two  wounds  he  received  from  a 
coloured  man  who  inflicted  them  with  a knife,  about  twelve 
in  the  day.  Father  was  a farmer.  I was  with  father  when 
he  was  stabbed,  about  five  or  six  yards  from.  him.  He  was 
in  pursuit  of  the  negro  when  he  was  stabbed.  I was  with 
father  when  he  first  started  in  pursuit  of  him.  Other  parties, 
say  four  black  boys  of  my  father’s,  were  following  up.  I 
was  with  father  and  could  not  keep  up,  and  he  stayed  with 
me.  When  he  was  stabbed  he  had  got  over  the  fence.  When 
tile  nigger  had  got  to  them  I was  on  the  fence.  Father  was 
about  six  yards  from  the  fence.  Saw  him  stab  father.  There 
was  nobody  with  the  man  or  father  but  me.  I saw  the  knife  ; 
it  was  a long  dirk  knife.  Father  was  first  stabbed  in  the 
breast.  After  that  father  turned  to  run  away  and  hung 
his  foot  in  some  vines  and  fell.  The  man  then  stabbed  him 
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in  the  back,  and  then  broke  and  run.  Father  got  up  and 
walked  a piece  and  fell,  about  fifteen  or  twenty  yards.  This 
was  about  a mile  from  our  house.  Father  lay  about  an  hour 
where  he  fell  last.  No  one  was  with  him  but  me  during  that 
time.  I saw  his  wounds  ; he  pulled  down  his  shirt  and 
showed  them  to  me — two  wounds.  I saw  them  inflicted  by 
this  man ; one  on  the  breast,  the  other  on  the  back.  The 
other  parties  were  still  running  after  the  nigger.  After  this 
we  heard  some  one  halloo,  and  father  told  me  to  answer. 
Father  was  not  able  to  get  up.  Dr.  Crewse  and  one  of 
our  own  nigger  men  first  came  up.  The  doctor  lived  about 
half  a mile  from  where  father  was  stabbed.  After  a while 
another  of  our  niggers  came  up,  and  he  and  I went  to  Bass’s 
to  get  quilts  to  carry  him  over  the  creek  ; they  lived  about 
a quarter  of  a mile  off.  A sleigh  was  brought,  drawn  by  a 
horse.  Father  was  put  on  the  sleigh  and  taken  to  Dr. 
Crewse’s.  He  stayed  there  till  he  died.  He  never  went 
home  after;  had  never  seen  the  man  who  stabbed  father 
before  that  time.  The  prisoner  is  about  the  colour  and  size 
of  the  man,  but  I would  not  swear  he  is  the  man. 

Cross-examined  by  Mr.  Freeman. — I was  not  present  at 
the  first.  What  I saw  first  was  father  and  some  of  the  black- 
boys.  One  told  me  it  was  a runaway.  There  were  two  men 
and  boys,  from  seventeen  to  nineteen  years  of  age  ; they 
were  walking  along.  I asked  one  of  the  boys  who  the 
strange  black  man  was.  He  told  me  some  one  said  he  was 
a runaway.  I walked  along  towards  our  house  to  dinner. 
This  man  was  going  along.  They  came  in  sight  of  a house  in 
the  field,  when  the  stranger  broke  and  ran,  and  left  the  rest ; 
that  is,  he  ran  away  from  the  rest  through  the  woods  from 
the  others  pretty  fast.  He  appeared  to  run  as  if  he  was  try- 
ing to  run  away ; don’t  know  what  the  others  thought. 
They  ran  after  him.  Father  told  them  to  run  after  him. 
Father  wanted  to  give  him  back  to  McDonald.  Moses 
Burton  used  to  own  him.  He  tried  to  get  away  so  that 
father  could  not  deliver  him  back  to  his  master.  Father 
told  the  boys  to  go  after  him  and  catch  him ; they  were 
present.  There  were  four  went  after  him  ; all  blacks. 
Father  told  them  to  catch  him.  Father  also  ran  after  him. 
Don’t  remember  if  he  halloed,  but  he  went  after  him. 
The  nigger  and  one  man  ran  in  a circle.  Father  and  I went 
across,  and  father  had  just  got  over  the  fence  when  the 
nigger  and  he  met;  did  not  hear  any  words  pass.  I took  a 
deposition  once  before  Mr.  Holliday,  J.  P.  Father  had  a 
little  stick  in  his  hand.  The  negro  ran  at  him  with  an  open 
knife  drawn  in  his  hand.  It  was  a paw-paw  stick.  My  father 
struck  at  him  with  the  stick,  after  the  nigger  had  run  at  him 


IN  THE  MATTER  OF  JOHN  ANDERSON. 


IBB 


with  the  open  knife.  The  stick  hung  in  some  bushes  and 
broke.  The  nigger  then  stabbed  father.  Father  raised  the 
stick  to  keep  the  nigger  from  cutting  him  with  the  knife  as 
he  ran  at  him.  They  had  run  across  our  wood  pasture  be- 
fore this  happened;  it  would  be  between  a quarter  and  half 
a mile ; more  than  half  an  hour,  or  perhaps  not  so  long ; 
hut  he  did  not  go  far  from  our  farm.  He  was  trying  to  get 
away  snd  they  were  trying  to  catch  him  ; one  coloured  boy 
was  about  twenty  yards  off  when  father  was  stabbed. 

At  the  foot  of  the  depositions  thus  returned,  was  this 
memorandum : 

“ Prisoner  committed,  and  evidence  certified  to  His  Ex- 
cellency the  Governor  General.”  (a) 

(Signed,)  W.  H.  MATHEWS,  J.  P. 

Upon  the  evidence  the  following  warrant  of  commitment 
issued. 

Province  of  Canada,  ) To  all  or  any  of  the  constables  or 

County  of  Brant,  j other  peace  officers  in  the  county 
of  Brant,  and  to  the  keeper  of  the  common  gaol  of  the 
county  of  Brant,  at  Brantford,  in  the  said  county  of  Brant. 

Whereas  John  Anderson  was  this  day  charged  before  us, 
two  of  Her  Majesty’s  justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the 
said  county  of  Brant,  on  the  oath  of  William  C.  Baker,  of 
Howard  county,  Missouri,  and  others,  for  that  he,  the  said 
John  Anderson,  did,  in  Howard  county,  in  the  State  of 
Missouri,  on  the  28th  day  of  September,  185B,  wilfully, 
maliciously,  and  feloniously  stab  and  kill  one  Seneca  T.  P. 
Diggs,  of  Howard  county.  These  are  therefore  to  command 
you,  the  said  constables  or  peace  officers,  or  any  of  you,  to 
take  the  said  John  Anderson,  and  safely  him  convey  to  the 
common  gaol  at  Brantford  aforesaid,  and  there  deliver  him 
to  the  keeper  thereof,  together  with  this  receipt. 

And  I do  hereby  command  you,  the  said  keeper  of  the  said 
common  gaol,  to  receive  the  said  John  Anderson  into  your 
custody  in  the  said  common  gaol,  and  there  safely  keep, 
until  he  shall  be  delivered  by  due  course  of  law. 

Given  under  my  hand  and  seal  this  28th  day  of  September, 
in  the  year  of  Lord,  1860,  at  Brantford,  in  the  county  of 
Brant  aforesaid. 

(Signed,)  W.  H.  MATHEWS,  J.  P. 

HENRY  YARDINGTON,  J.  P. 
JAMES  LANGTRY,  J.  P. 

(a)  Note  by  Reporter. — This  memorandum  did  not  appear  with  the  copy 
of  evidence  certified  by  the  justice  of  the  peace  for  prisoner’s  counsel, 
which  copy  was  that  given  to  Mr.  Justice  McLean,  and  on  which  his 
judgment  was  in  part  founded.  Tne  absence  of  it  will  account  for'some 
remarks  in  the  judgment  made  upon  the  supposed  want  of  any  proof  that 
the  evidence  had  been  so  certified. 
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Freeman , Q.  C.,  (having  read  the  evidence  as  above  given,) 
moved  that  the  prisoner  should  be  discharged. 

The  only  crime  for  which  the  prisoner  can  be  detained 
under  the  depositions  is  that  of  murder,  and  he  has  been 
arrested  with  a view  of  having  him  surrendered  to  the 
United  States  under  the  extradition  treaty.  He  should  be 
discharged  therefore  unless  the  depositions  are  sufficient  to 
sustain  the  charge  of  murder,  or  at  least  are  sufficient  to 
put  him  upon  his  trial  for  that  crime,  according  to  the  law 
of  this  province,  if  the  alleged  criminal  act  had  been  com- 
mitted herein.  Whether  homicide  is  murder,  manslaughter, 
or  a justifiable  killing,  must  depend  upon  the  circumstances 
and  provocation  under  which  the  act  was  committed,  and 
it  is  only  necessary  to  shew  that  the  killing  of  Higgs  by 
the  prisoner  was  not  murder. 

The  depositions  shew  that  the  prisoner  was  suspected  by 
Higgs  of  being  a runaway  slave,  and  Higgs  ordered  his 
four  slaves  to  capture  him,  Higgs’  object  being  to  return  the 
prisoner  to  McHonald,  his  master,  in  slavery.  This  the 
prisoner  knew,  and  he  fled  to  prevent  his  capture.  In  his 
flight  the  prisoner  ran  in  a circle,  and  the  four  slaves,  being 
urged  on  by  Higgs  continually  hallooing  to  them,  chased 
him  for  nearly  an  hour.  Higgs’  slaves  while  running 
halloed  back  to  their  master,  which  gave  him  to  understand 
the  direction  of  the  prisoner’s  flight,  and  for  the  purpose  of 
intercepting  it  and  seizing  hold  of  the  prisoner,  Higgs  with 
his  son,  ran  across  and  met  the  prisoner.  Each  witness 
speaks  of  them,  the  prisoner  and  Higgs,  as  meeting  and 
coming  in  contact,  in  the  way  I have  mentioned.  At  this  time 
the  slaves  in  pursuit  were  about  twenty  yards  behind.  As  they 
came  in  contact  the  prisoner  stabbed  Higgs  in  the  breast. 
Higgs  turned  to  run  away,  and  as  he  turned  he  caught  his 
foot  in  a vine  and  fell ; and  after  he  had  fallen,  as  two  wit- 
nesses state,  or  when  he  was  in  the  act  of  falling,  or  had 
fallen,  as  he  related  the  circumstances  to  his  son  on  his  death 
bed,  the  prisoner  stabbed  him  again  in  the  back.  It  would 
appear  therefore  that  the  second  blow  followed  the  first  in- 
stantly, and  while  the  parties  were  together.  The  witnesses 
say  that  Higgs  turned  to  run  away,  but  there  was  no  act  of 
flight,  no  proof  of  a step  having  been  taken  in  flight ; for 
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Benjamin  F.  Biggs  says,  “Father  was  first  stabbed  in  the 
breast ; after  that  father  turned  to  run  away,  and  bung  his 
foot  in  some  vines  and  fell ; the  man  then  stabbed  him  in 
back  and  his  other  son,  Tliomas  B.  Biggs,  says,  that  his 
father  on  his  death  bed  talked  to  him  about  the  “ cutting 
affair,”  and  upon  this  point  his  father  said  “the  blow” 
(meaning  the  first  blow)  “stunned  him;  he  turned  to  leave , 
and  his  feet  caught  in  something,  and  while  he  was  in  the  act 
of  falling,  or  had  fallen,  he  stabbed  him  again  in  the  back.” 
Nor  is  there  any  evidence  to  shew  that  the  prisoner  had  rea- 
son to  know  that  he  turned  to  run  away ; no  words  were  spoken. 

According  to  our  laws  any  attempt  to  deprive  another  of 
his  liberty,  though  only  for  a moment,  without  legal  process, 
would  be  illegal,  and  might  be  legally  resisted  ; but  a man 
would  not  be  justified  in  slaying  his  assailant  on  so  slight 
a provocation,  nor  do  I contend  that  such  a killing  would 
not  justly  expose  the  offender  to  a trial  for  murder.  But, 
on  the  other  hand,  when  we  consider  the  condition  of  the 
slave  : that  his  state  is  one  of  captivity  for  life  : that  he 
is  deprived  of  the  right  of  dominion  over  himself : that  he 
can  own  nothing : cannot  defend  himself  against  insult 
or  injury  : can  have  no  social  enjoyment : that  neither  his 
wife  nor  children  are  his  own ; and  that  in  fact  Biggs’ 
object  was  to  reduce  the  prisoner  to  a condition  worse  than 
that  of  a brute — I think  it  cannot  be  doubted  that  accord- 
ing to  our  law  the  homicide  was  justifiable,  and  in  any 
view  of  the  matter  it  would  not  amount  to  murder ; and 
this  is  all  that  it  is  necessary  for  me  to  shew. 

The  next  point  is  whether  the  prisoner’s  acts  are  to  be 
judged  by  our  law  or  the  law  of  Missouri  ? The  treaty,  as 
recited  in  the  Consolidated  Statutes  of  Canada,  is  as  follows : 
Whereas,  &c.,  “ it  was  agreed  that  Her  Majesty  and  the 
United  States  should,  upon  mutual  requisitions  by  them  or 
their  ministers,  officers  or  authorities  respectively  made, 
deliver  up  to  justice  all  persons  who  being  charged  with  the 
crime  of  murder,  or  assult  with  intent  to  commit  murder, 
or  piracy,  or  arson,  or  robbery,  or  forgery,  or  the  utterance 
of  forged  paper,  commited  within  the  jurisdiction  of  either 
of  the  high  contracting  parties,  should  seek  an  asylum  or 
should  be  found  within  the  territories  of  the  other;  provided, 
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that  this  should  only  be  clone  upon  such  evidence  of  crimin- 
ality as  according  to  the  laws  of  the  place  where  the  fugitive 
or  person  so  charged  should  be  found,  would  justify  his 
apprehension  and  commitment  for  trial  if  the  crime  or  offence 
had  been  there  committed.”  And  the  first  section  of  our  act, 
passed  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  this  treaty  into  effect  in 
Canada,  in  pursuance  of  the  fifth  section  of  the  imperial 
act,  passed  to  give  effect  to  the  treaty  in  England  and  the 
Colonies,  declares  that,  “Upon  complaint  made  under  oath 
or  affirmation,  charging  any  person  found  within  the  limits 
of  this  province  with  having  committed,  within  the  jurisdection 
of  the  United  States  of  America,  or  of  any  of  such  states, 
any  of  the  crimes  enumerated,  or  provided  for  by  the  said 
treaty,  any  of  the  judges  of  Her  Majesty’s  justices  of  the 
peace  in  the  same,  may  issue  his  warrant  for  the  apprehen- 
sion of  the  person  so  charged,  that  he  may  he  brought  before 
such  judge  or  such  justice  of  the  peace,  to  the  end  that  the 
evidence  of  criminality  may  be  heard  and  considered;  and  if, 
on  such  hearing,  the  evidence  be  deemed  sufficient  by  him  to 
sustain  the  charge,  according  to  the  laws  of  this  province,  if 
the  offence  alleged  had  been  committed  herein,  he  shall 
certify  the  same,  together  with  a copy  of  all  the  testimony 
taken  before  him,  to  the  Governor,  that  a warrant  may  issue, 
upon  the  requisition  of  the  proper  authorities  of  the  United 
States,  or  of  any  of  such  states,  for  the  surrender  of  such 
person,  according  to  the  stipulation  of  the  said  treaty.” 

The  second  section  of  our  act  provides,  that  upon  the 
hearing  upon  the  return  of  the  warrant  of  arrest,  “copies 
of  the  depositions  upon  which  an  original  warrant  in  any 
of  the  said  United  States  may  have  been  granted,  certified 
under  the  hand  of  the  person  or  persons  issuing  such  warrant, 
or  under  the  hand  of  the  officer  or  person  having  the  legal 
custody  thereof,  and  attested  upon  the  oath  of  the  party 
producing  them  to  be  true  copies  of  the  original  depositions, 
may  be  received  in  evidence  of  the  criminality  of  the  person 
so  apprehended.” 

The  fourth  section  gives  to  the  accused  the  right  to  the  writ 
of  Habeas  Corpus  for  his  discharge,  if  he  shall  be  detained  in 
gaol  in  this  province  more  than  two  months.  This  provision 
was  made  to  protect  the  accused  against  an  illegal  detention, 
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and  does  not  expressly  or  impliedly  affect  the  prisoner’s 
common  law  right  to  the  writ,  to  enquire  into  the  legality  of 
his  commitment  in  the  first  instance. 

The  whole  question  turns,  I apprehend,  upon  the  force 
and  meaning  of  the  proviso  in  the  treaty,  declaring  that 
no  one  shall  be  surrendered  unless  “upon  such  evidence 
of  criminality  as  according  to  the  laws  of  the  place  where 
the  fugitive  or  person  so  charged  shall  be  found,  would 
justify  his  apprehension  and  commitment  for  trial  if  the 
crime  or  offence  had  been  there  committed;”  and  of  the 
words  in  the  first  section  of  our  act;  “and  if  on  such  hearing 
the  evidence  be  deemed  sufficient  by  him  to  sustain  the 
charge,  according  to  the  laws  of  this  province,  if  the  offence 
alleged  had  been  committed  herein.”  These  words  are 
restrictive,  and  were  evidently  intended  to  be  most  signifi- 
cant. 

It  was  suggested  by  the  counsel  who  appeared  for  the  claim- 
ants before  the  magistrate,  that  these  words  referred  to  the 
character  of  the  evidence,  and  the  rules  by  which  the  evidence 
was  to  be  received,  and  not  to  the  law  of  the  crime  or  the 
criminality  of  the  accused.  This  view  cannot  be  sustained  y 
because  the  second  section  of  the  act  provides  for  the  recep- 
tion of  evidence  contrary  to  the  laws  and  rules  of  evidence 
then  existing  in  this  province,  and  would  effect  a most  material 
alteration  in  the  treaty,  instead  of  being  an  act  to  carry  the 
provisions  of  the  treaty  into  effect.  And,  moreover,  the 
second  section  is  not  expressed  as  making  any  alteration  in 
the  treaty  stipulations,  as  it  would  have  been  if  it  were  in- 
tended to  have  that  operation. 

And,  again,  to  give  such  meaning  to  those  words  would 
be  rendering  them  usless,  because  our  courts  could  only 
receive  proof  of  the  criminality  of  the  accused  according  to 
our  law  and  rules  of  evidence  if  these  words  had  been  en- 
tirely omitted,  and  the  rules  of  construction  require  that 
some  effect  should  be  given  to  every  part  of  an  agreement. 

I submit  that  they  were  intended  to  mean  just  what 
they  express  ; namely,  that  the  “ evidence  of  criminality,” 
(or  facts  proved,)  “ must  be  suffieent  to  sustain  the  charge 
according  to  the  laws  of  this  province,”  (or  such  as  our  laws 
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would  require  it  to  be  to  sustain  the  charge,)  “ if  the  offence 
alleged  had  been  committed  herein,”  and  the  prisoner  were 
to  be  here  tried. 

Besides,  this  construction  is  consistent  with  the  acts  and 
policy  of  the  British  Government,  in  relation  to  the  mutual 
rights  of  man,  and  particularly  in  reference  to  slavery.  I 
may  refer  to  the  philanlhrophy  of  the  British  nation  in  the 
expenditure  of  one  hundred  millions  of  dollars  for  the  eman- 
cipation of  the  slaves  in  her  colonies  and  to  her  heavy  annual 
expense,  before  and  since,  in  fitting  out  and  sustaining  cruisers 
to  suppress  the  traffic  at  sea,  and  using  her  position  and 
power  to  draw  other  nations  into  treaties  with  her  for  the 
same  purpose,  as  affording  exclusive  evidence  that  she 
never  could  have  intended  to  aid  the  master  by  supporting 
and  maintaining  his  authority  over  his  slaves,  as  being  the 
proper  relation  between  master  and  man. 

But  the  history  of  the  Creole  case  is  more  immediately 
in  point,  and  was  as  follows : it  will  be  found  in  the  pro- 
ceedings of  the  House  of  Lords,  of  the  1 4th  of  February,  1842. 
A vessel  called  Creole  left  Hampdon,  in  Virginia,  loaded 
with  tobacco  and  slaves,  for  New  Orleans,  on  the  30th  of 
October,  1841.  The  slaves  rose  on  the  officers,  crew,  and 
passengers,  killing  one  passenger,  and  severely  wounding 
others  and  part  of  the  crew,  and  compelled  the  first  mate  to 
navigate  the  vessel  to  Nassau,  in  New  Providence,  a British 
Island.  The  surrender  of  these  slaves  was  demanded  by  the 
American  Government,  on  the  ground  that  they  were  mur- 
derers and  pirates,  but  this  demand  was  refused,  and  the 
slaves  were  set  at  liberty.  In  the  House  of  Lords,  Lord 
Henman,  giving  his  opinion  upon  the  demand,  said,  “It 
was  d esirable,  as  his  learned  friend  Lord  Brougham  had 
said,  that  a power  should  be  established  by  which  the 
country  might  be  enabled  to  seize  criminals  for  crime  com- 
mitted in  others,  but  such  a right  must  be  founded  on  the 
supposition  that  the  laws  of  all  countries  were  reasonable  and 
just,  for  no  country  was  entitled  to  enforce  a law  which  was 
believed  to  be  founded  in  injustice.  Till  the  laws  in  each 
country  were  such  as  a Christian  country  ought  to  adopt  they 
could  not  be  enforced  by  one  another.  He  could  not  help 
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expressing  his  wish  that  the  distinguished  persons  who  were 
at  the  heads  of  the  jurisprudence  of  America  might  he  able 
to  bring  the  law  of  America  into  this  state.  Yet  he  could 
not  but  observe  that  the  existence  of  the  slave  trade,  and 
above  all  the  encouragement  to  that  trade,  formed  an  insup- 
erable difficulty  to  our  Government  entering  into  any  such 
treaty,  or  persuading  the  legislature  to  consent  to  such  a 
law.  Any  state  of  the  law  in  such  a country  might  involve 
a decision  upon  a question  of  slavery,  and  he  was  sure  the 
government  of  England  would  never  give  any  encourage- 
ment, directly  or  indirectly,  to  slavery,  still  less  would  they 
act  as  policemen  or  gaolers  to  enforce  the  rights  of  the  master 
over  the  slave.  They  would  rather  rejoice  that  two  hundred 
individuals  who  had  been  reduced  to  a state  of  slavery  had 
restored  themselves  to  liberty.” 

This  language  fully  expresses  the  British  mind  on  this  sub- 
ject, and  one  may  reasonably  urge,  as  doubtless  it  was  so, 
that  it  was  in  this  mind  that  the  treaty  was  conceived  and 
entered  into.  The  leading  and  most  important  principle 
announced  by  Lord  Denman  is  that  no  nation  “is  entitled 
to  enforce  a law  of  another  country  which  was  believed  to  be 
founded  in  injustice,”  such  as  the  law  of  slavery.  The  con- 
struction contended  for  by  the  claimants  of  this  prisoner 
would  he  enforcing  this  unjust  law  ; on  the  other  hand,  the 
one  contended  for  by  the  prisoner  would  not  enforce  it.  It 
cannot  therefore  with  reason  be  said  that  the  British  Govern- 
ment intended  to  treat  such  acts  as  those  charged  against 
the  prisoner  as  criminal;  and  this  is  the  first  point  to  be  con- 
sidered in  the  construction  of  every  agreement,  namely,  the 
intention  of  the  parties. 

The  next  point  is  whether  the  language  used  necessarily 
leads  one  irresistibly  to  the  conclusion  that  an  opposite  inten- 
tion  is  expressed,  for  where  man’s  natural  rights  are  taken 
away  by  a law  the  intention  to  do  so  must  be  expressed  with 
irresistible  clearness.  Every  inhabitant,  though  not  a sub- 
ject, owes  obedience  to  the  laws  of  the  country  in  which  he 
resides,  and  as  a correlative  the  laws  of  the  country  owe  him 
protection,  both  in  person,  liberty,  and  property.  Besides, 
this  treaty  applies  to  the  subjects  of  each  country  sojourn- 
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mg  or  residing  within  the  territory  of  the  other.  Coloured 
subjects  of  this  country  travelling  through  Missouri  might  be 
pursued  and  arrested  by  any  white  man  who  might  suspect 
them  of  being  runaway  slaves;  and  every  coloured  man 
there  is  presumed  to  be  a slave,  and  if  he  cannot  produce  a 
pass  the  presumption  arises  that  he  is  a runaway,  and  he 
may  be  arrested  and  imprisoned  without  having  any  redress, 
according  to  the  laws  proved  by  Mr.  Halliday.  It  never 
could  have  been  the  intention  of  Great  Britain  to  place  her 
subjects  in  this  position. 

The  evil  to  be  remedied  was  the  want  of  power  in  the 
government  to  surrender  such  criminals,  being  high  offend- 
ers, as  by  their  acts  had  shewn  themselves  to  be  dangerous 
members  of  society.  The  remarks  of  Lords  Brougham, 
Campbell,  Cottenham,  and  the  Lord  Chancellor,  in  the 
Creole  case,  shew  this,  while  those  of  Lord  Denman  shew 
that  any  act  of  a slave  in  asserting  his  liberty  would  not  be 
considered  an  offence  to  be  punished,  but  rather  an  act  to 
be  approved.  The  object  to  be  obtained,  or,  as  legal  writers 
say,  the  evil  to  be  cured,  was  certainly  not  that  slaves  commit- 
ted acts  of  violence  in  asserting  their  freedom.  The  position 
of  the  slave  was  in  the  mind  of  the  government  at  the  time 
the  treaty  was  made.  The  proceedings  of  the  British  and 
Foreign  Anti- Slavery  Society,  as  well  as  the  Creole  case, 
shew  this ; and  it  must  be  apparent,  if  the  treaty  were  in- 
tended to  impose  the  obligation  to  surrender  criminals,  ac- 
cording to  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  that  we  would  be 
holding  as  criminal  the  very  acts  which  according  to  out- 
laws are  not  only  justifiable,  but  praiseworthy.  Besides, 
there  is  no  difference  in  principle  between  the  slave  trade  at 
sea,  and  the  slave  trade  on  land — between  purchasing  grown 
up  human  beings  from  the  King  of  Dahomey,  for  the  yoke, 
and  breeding  young  ones,  as  cattle  are  bred,  for  the  same 
purpose.  Of  the  two,  the  latter  would  to  many  apper  the 
more  inhuman  practice,  and  one  cannot  believe  that  Great 
Britain  would  knowingly  have  committed  the  inconsistency 
of  urging  upon  the  United  States  the  alliance  contained  in 
the  eighth  article  of  our  treaty,  by  which  that  country 
agreed  to  co-operate  with  Great  Britain  on  the  coast  of 
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Africa  for  the  suppression  of  slavery,  and  at  the  same  time 
assuming  to  support  the  same  traffic  in  the  United  States. 
This  no  one  can  believe. 

Our  laws,  and  not  the  laws  of  Missouri,  should  be  ap- 
plied to  the  acts  charged  against  the  accused,  as  criminal, 
and  the  justice  or  the  judge  should  ask  himself  whether, 
if  all  this  had  occurred  in  Canada,  (that  is,  if  the  whole 
transaction  had  taken  place  here,)  it  would,  according  to 
our  laws,  be  sufficient  to  sustain  the  charge  of  murder,  or 
whatever  crime  was  imputed  against  the  prisoner.  If  this  he 
the  proper  view  to  take,  then  the  prisoner  must  be  discharged. 

It  may  be  said  that  according  to  our  laws  it  is  murder 
in  any  one  to  resist  unto  the  death  any  one  using  lawful 
authority,  and  that  Diggs  was  exercising  lawful  authority  ac- 
cording tothe  laws  of  Missouri.  The  obvious  answer  to  this  is, 
that  according  to  our  laws  Diggs’  acts  were  unlawful,  and  his 
acts,  as  well  as  the  prisoner’s,  must  be  judged  by  our  laws. 

Under  the  treaty  no  fugitive  can  be  demanded  unless  he 
has  committed  one  of  the  crimes  enumerated  according  to 
the  laws  of  the  United  States,  but  this  is  not  enough,  for 
the  proviso  requires  that  the  evidence  of  criminality  should 
be  such  as,  according  to  the  laws  of  the  place  where  he  is 
found,  would  shew  him  to  be  guilty  of  the  same  crime  if  the 
acts  complained  of  had  been  there  committed.  Thus  his 
acts  must  be  criminal  according  to  the  laws  of  the  place 
where  he  is  found,  would  shew  him  to  be  guilty  of  the  same 
crime  if  the  acts  complained  of  had  been  there  committed. 
Thus  his  acts  must  be  criminal  according  to  the  laws,  or 
the  spirit  of  the  laws,  of  both  countries.  This  construction 
would  secure  mutually  between  the  contracting  countries, 
and  the  surrender  of  all  criminals  that  should  be  surrend- 
ered, and  proper  protection  to  all  against  the  unjust  laws 
prevailing  in  either  country,  for  no  government  should 
surrender  or  submit  a subject  to  the  laws  of  another  country, 
who  had  not  committed  an  act  which  exposed  him  to  punish- 
ment if  it  had  been  committed  in  his  own  country  ; and  resi- 
dents or  sojourners  are  entitled  tothe  same  protection  from 
the  laws  of  the  country  in  which  they  are  found  as  subjects. 

I do  not  contend  that  the  laws  of  both  countries  should 
be  literally  the  same,  but  merely  that  they  must  be  alike  in 
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spirit,  and  directed  to  such  subjects  of  legislation  as  accord- 
ing to  the  well  understood  policy  of  both  governments  were 
objects  of  municipal  arrangement ; and  human  bondage  was 
not  such  a subject  in  this  country. 

It  appears  to  me,  in  conclusion,  that  the  words  in  the 
treaty  and  the  act  of  parliament  referring  to  the  laws  of 
Canada,  were  inserted  to  prevent  our  being  obliged  to  sur- 
render a fugitive  on  the  ground  that  he  had  committed  the 
crime  charged  against  him  in  the  United  States,  regardless 
of  the  light  in  which  his  acts  would  have  been  viewed  in  our 
country;  and  that  these  words  were  used  to  avoid  the  diffi- 
culty which  Lord  Denman  foresaw  in  entering  into  such  a 
treaty  as  this  with  the  United  States,  in  consequence  of  the 
existence  of  the  institution  of  slavery  there. 

Eccles,  Q.  C.,  for  the  Crown.  There  is  no  doubt  that  if 
the  prisoner  does  not  come  within  the  strict  letter  of  the 
treaty  he  must  be  discharged,  for  there  is  no  pretence  that 
he  is  held  in  custody  on  any  charge  which  could  be  tried  in 
this  country ; he  is  detained  only  until  the  government 
decide  whether  he  shall  be  surrendered  to  the  American 
authorities  in  compliance  with  their  requisition.  The 
single  question  to  be  determined  therefore  is,  whether  the 
case  comes  within  the  treat}u  That  he  has  committed 
homicide  there  can  be  no  question ; it  is  in  fact  admitted, 
but  it  is  said  to  have  been  committed  under  circumstances 
which  either  justified  it  altogether,  or  reduced  the  crime  to 
manslaughter;  and  in  either  case  it  has  been  properly 
urged  that  he  should  be  discharged,  because  being  held  only 
under  the  treaty  he  cannot  be  detained  to  answer  a crime 
not  within  the  meaning  of  it. 

The  ground  on  which  it  is  contended  that  the  act  was  jus- 
tifiable, is  that  the  prisoner  was  pursued  by  a number  of 
persons,  of  whom  the  deceased  was  one,  with  a view  of  de- 
priving him  of  his  liberty,  and  that  if  this  had  occurred  in 
this  province,  without  any  further  fact  appearing,  the  pri- 
soner would  have  been  justified  in  what  he  did.  No  doubt f 
if  a man  is  pursued  here  by  a number  of  persons  without 
authority,  in  order  to  deprive  him  of  his  liberty,  he  may 
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use  such  force  as  is  necessary  to  defeat  their  object.  That 
is  clear ; but  in  this  case  the  deceased  had  authority,  and 
upon  that  distinction  the  whole  question  turns.  The  per- 
sons who  prefer  the  charge  admit  that  the  deceased  and 
others  attempted  to  deprive  the  prisoner  of  his  liberty  be- 
cause he  was  a slave,  and  was  attempting  to  escape;  or 
rather,  perhaps,  because  he  was  a slave  and  was  found  at 
a distance  from  his  master’s  house  without  a pass,  and  by 
the  law  of  the  state  they  were  justified  in  arresting  and 
returning  him  to  his  master.  It  is  not  denied  on  the  part 
of  the  prisoner  that  the  deceased  and  those  assisting  him 
were  acting  strictly  within  the  law  of  Missouri,  but  it  is 
contended  that  in  this  case  the  common  principle  of  law, 
that  resistance  to  legal  authority  is  illegal,  and  that  killing 
in  such  an  attempt  is  necessarily  murder,  does  not  apply, 
because  the  law  under  which  the  deceased  acted  was  a law 
enforcing  slavery,  which  this  court  will  not  take  cognizance  of. 

Upon  that  point  we  dissent  from  the  argument  for  the 
prisoner.  No  doubt  it  is  contrary  to  the  spirit  of  every 
law  of  Great  Britain  and  of  this  country,  that  any  thing 
savouring  of  slavery  should  be  countenanced  in  the  slightest 
degree,  or  that  the  least  assistance  should  be  lent  towards 
forwarding  the  views  or  objects  of  such  an  institution,  but 
we  must  be  governed  by  the  words  of  the  treaty,  which  is 
to  be  construed  as  a contract,  and  we  cannot  add  excep- 
tions or  provisions  which  it  does  not  contain. 

The  law  of  Missouri  will  be  looked  at  but  for  one  pur- 
pose. It  would  be  impossible  to  determine  whether  a per- 
son has  been  guilty  of  a crime  in  the  United  States  without 
first  looking  at  the  laws  of  the  state  where  it  is  said  to 
have  been  committed.  If  this  case  had  not  involved  any 
question  of  slavery,  but  the  prisoner  had  been  charged  with 
an  offence  against  a statute  of  the  state,  which  was  not  by 
statute  an  offence  here,  the  enactment  must  have  been 
looked  at  to  determine  whether  the  offence  had  really  been 
committed.  The  treaty  could  not  mean  that  only  crimes 
known  to  our  daws  were  to  be  recognized,  but  it  applies 
when  the  proof  given  here  would,  according  to  the  laws  of 
the  foreign  country,  shew  an  offence  within  the  terms  of 
the  treaty.  If,  for  instance,  a person  were  charged  with 
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forgery  under  the  provisions  of  an  act  in  force  in  the 
foreign  state,  but  not  here,  surely  he  would  be  within  the 
treaty.  This  and  similar  examples  that  might  be  sug- 
gested shew  that  there  must  be  some  extraordinary  dis- 
tinction between  the  law  under  which  the  deceased  acted 
and  any  other  law,  if  his  act  can  be  held  to  be  without  the 
treaty  and  justifiable.  The  government,  however,  are 
anxious  that  he  should  have  the  benefit  of  any  doubt,  and 
they  desire  not  to  press  the  case  against  him  in  the 
slightest,  but  to  obtain  the  opinion  of  the  court  as  to  the 
application  of  the  treaty  under  all  the  circumstances. 

Robert  A.  Harrison , on  thy  same  side.  I agree  with 
many  of  the  propositions  laid  down  by  the  counsel  for  the 
prisoner,  but  cannot  go  the  entire  length  of  his  argument. 
The  question  for  the  determination  of  the  court  is  not  as 
to  the  interpretation  to  be  given  to  the  Canadian  statute, 
but  as  to  the  interpretation  of  a treaty  between  two  great 
and  powerful  nations. 

The  law  of  nature  is  the  foundation  of  international  law, 
and  by  the  law  of  nature  every  man  is  entitled  to  absolute 
freedom  and  independence.  But  the  moment  man  enters 
society  he  gives  up  a portion  of  his  natural  liberty  in  order 
to  secure  the  enjoyment  of  the  remainder. 

No  one  state  is  bound  by  the  local  or  municipal  laws  of 
another  state,  and  especially  if  that  local  law  be  opposed 
to  the  law  of  nature  or  common  law  of  nations.  The  law 
of  slavery  is,  I admit,  a local  or  municipal  law,  and  for  the 
purposes  of  this  argument  I admit  that  it  is  a law  opposed 
to  the  law  of  nature.  So  far  my  learned  friend  Mr.  Free- 
man and  myself  are  agreed,  but  to  make  his  argument 
effective  he  must  shew  that  Anderson  is  claimed  by  the 
state  of  Missouri  as  a slave,  and  this  is  the  point  where  we 
differ. 

Anderson  is  not  claimed  by  the  state  of  Missouri  as  a 
slave,  but  as  a fugitive  from  criminal  justice,  as  a mur- 
derer according  to  the  laws  of  that  state,  as  a murderer 
within  the  intent  and  meaning  of  an  existing  treaty. 

The  question  of  slavery  has  nothing  whatever  to  do  with 
the  discussion  now  before  the  court,  however  much  it  may 


IN  THE  MATTER  OF  JOHN  ANDERSON. 


145 


influence  our  feelings.  In  order  calmly  and  temperately  to 
discuss  the  questions  raised,  it  is  necessary  as  much  as  pos- 
sible to  subdue  our  feelings,  so  as  to  keep  our  judgment 
unimpaired  and  unaffected. 

Though  not  free  from  doubt,  the  better  opinion  seems  to 
be  that  the  law  of  England  does  not  recognize  the  obligation 
to  surrender  alien  fugitives  from  foreign  justice,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  a treaty  or  statute  providing  for  or  authorizing  the 
same.  Such  is  the  opinion  expressed  by  the  late  lamented 
Chief  Justice  Macaulay , in  Eegina  v.  Tubbee,  (1  U.  C. 
Prac.  R.  102,)  and  such  appears  to  be  the  conclusion  at 
which  several  modern  writers  on  international  law  have 
arrived. 

Our  first  enquiry,  therefore,  is  whether  there  is  any  treaty 
between  Great  Britain  and  the  United  States  authorizing 
the  surrender  of  Anderson  under  the  circumstances  of  this 
case.  In  the  first  place,  there  was  Jay’s  Treaty  during  the 
late  war,  which  ceased  with  the  war.  In  the  next  place, 
there  was  the  statute  of  Upper  Canada,  0 W.  IV.,  ch.  6, 
which  is  now  repealed  by  statute  28  Vic.,  ch.  41.  In  the 
last  place,  there  is  now  the  Ashburton  Treaty,  and  the 
Canadian  statute,  passed  in  1849,  to  give  effect  to  it. 

The  Ashburton  Treaty  was  made  in  1842.  It  is  entitled, 
among  other  things,  “ For  the  giving  up  of  criminals,  fugitive 
from  justice,  in  certain  cases”  It  is  not,  it  would  be  noticed , 
for  the  giving  up  of  criminals  in  all  cases,  but  only  “ in 
certain  cases.”  By  reading  Article  X.,  the  cases  in  which 
criminals  shall  be  given  up  are  described  and  defined.  That 
article  is  as  follows: — “It  is  agreed  that  Her  Britannic 
Majesty  and  the  United  States  shall,  upon  mutual  requi- 
sitions by  them  or  their  ministers,  officers  or  authorities 
respectively  made,  deliver  up  to  justice  all  persons  who, 
being  charged  with  the  crime  of  murder,  or  assault  with 
intent  to  commit  murder,  or  piracy,  or  arson,  or  robbery,  or 
forgery,  or  the  utterance  of  forged  paper,  committed  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  either,  shall  seek  an  asylum,  or  shall  be 
found  within  the  territories  of  the  other.” 

Crime  is  inseparable  from  locality,  (per  Heath,  J.,  in 
Mure  v.  Kaye,  4 Taunt.  48.)  Crime  is  an  act  of  commis- 
10  u.  c.  q.  b.  20. 
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sion  or  omission  as  against  the  laws  of  some  particular  place. 
In  judging  of  crime,  reference  must  be  made  to  the  laws  of 
the  place  where  the  act  done  or  omitted  is  said  to  have  been 
done  or  omitted,  and  this  well  understood  rule  of  law  is 
strictly  observed  in  this  treaty.  But  although  crime  is  to 
be  judged  by  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  act  was  done  or 
omitted,  it  does  not  follow  that  the  fugitive  carries  with  him 
the  laws  of  evidence  of  that  place.  The  treaty,  however,  is 
not  silent  on  this  important  point. 

It  continues,  “ Provided  that  this  shall  only  he  done  upon 
such  evidence  of  criminality  as,  according  to  the  laws  of  the 
place  where  the  fugitive  or  person  so  charged  shall  be 
found,  would  justify  his  apprehension  and  commitment  for 
trial  if  the  crime  or  offence  had  been  there  committed.” 
Though  it  may  be  proper  to  judge  of  crime  by  the  law  of 
the  state  where  the  act  is  done,  it  would  not  be  reasonable 
to  ask  our  tribunals,  when  investigating  the  facts,  to  see  if 
the  crime  defined  is  made  out,  to  receive  the  facts,  or  weigh 
them  when  received,  according  to  the  laws  of  that  state; 
in  other  words,  to  investigate  the  facts  according  to  the 
laws  of  evidence  prevailing  in  the  foreign  state.  When  a 
clear  idea  of  the  crime  according  to  the  laws  of  the  foreign 
state  is  obtained,  the  investigation  of  the  facts,  in  order  to- 
see  if  they  constitute  that  crime,  must  be  according  to  the 
laws  of  the  place  “ where  the  fugitive  or  person  so  charged 
shall  be  found.”  Does  this  proviso  mean  more?  It  would 
seem  not. 

It  is  contended  by  the  counsel  for  the  prisoner  that  unless 
the  act  done  in  the  foreign  state,  and  which  is  declared  a 
crime  by  the  laws  of  that  state,  is  also  a crime  according 
to  our  laws,  the  case  is  not  within  the  treaty.  This,  in  the 
extent  to  which  it  is  urged,  is  not  only  a construction  at 
variance  with  the  language  of  the  treaty,  and  at  variance 
with  the  rules  for  the  construction  of  treaties,  but  one  which 
if  allowed  would  have  the  effect  of  rendering  this  particular 
treaty  in  most  cases  of  crime  wholly  inoperative. 

One  rule  for  the  construction  of  treaties  is  as  follows : — 
“Every  thing  that  tends  to  the  common  advantage  in  conven- 
tions, or  that  has  a tendency  to  place  the  contracting  parties 
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on  a footing  of  equality,  is  favourable.  (Yattel  on  the  Law 
of  Nations,  248.)  To  this  let  us  add  a rule  of  law  common 
to  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain,  as  follows : — 
“ Where  persons  having  authority  to  arrest  or  imprison, 
using  the  proper  means  for  that  purpose,  are  resisted  in  so 
doing,  and  killed,  it  will  be  murder.  (Russell  on  Crimes,  vol.  i. 
585,  7th  American  edition,  from  3rd  London  edition.) 

Diggs  was  killed  by  Anderson.  Was  Diggs  at  the  time 
of  the  fatal  wounds  a person  having  authority  to  arrest, 
using  the  proper  means  for  that  purpose  ? If  we  look  at 
the  law  of  Missiouri,  we  find  that  Diggs  had  authority  to 
arrest,  and  if  we  look  at  the  evidence  we  find  that  he  was 
using  the  proper  means  for  the  purpose.  The  fact  of  the 
killing  under  these  circumstances  is  fully  established  by 
the  evidence  taken  in  Brantford,  sufficient  according  to  the 
laws  of  Canada.  So  far  the  offence  made  out  (killing  when 
in  lawful  custody)  is  an  offence  common  to  both  countries, 
and  the  argument  of  the  counsel  for  the  prisoner  as  to  the 
proviso  is  satisfied.  But  he  says  we  cannot  look  at  the 
laws  of  Missouri,  or,  if  we  do  look  at  it,  we  must  at  once 
shut  our  eyes  and  forget  all  about  it.  Why  ? Because  it 
is  a slave  law.  This  position  is  neither  warranted  inde- 
pendently of  the  treaty,  nor  supported  by  the  treaty.  It  is 
true  that  Great  Britain,  so  far  as  her  subjects  are  con- 
cerned, is  not  bound  by  the  slave  laws  of  a foreign  power, 
but  to  say  that  she  cannot  for  any  purpose  look  at  such  a 
law,  is  to  say  what  is  unsupported  by  authority.  Madrazo 
v.  Willes,  3 B.  & Al.  353 ; The  Diana,  1 Dods.  Adm.  Cas. 
95  ; Le  Louis,  2 lb.  210 ; Buron  v.  Denman,  2 Ex.  167.  (a) 
But  I maintain  here  that  we  not  only  can  look  at  the 
law  of  Missouri,  but  that  under  the  treaty  we  are  bound  to 
do  so.  The  treaty  must  be  so  read  as  to  secure  mutuality. 
Unless  the  lex  loci , or  law  of  the  place,  in  the  case  of  crime 
under  this  treaty  to  be  observed,  there  can  be  no  mutu- 
‘ ty.  We  must  view  the  treaty  not  only  in  a United  States 
- nt  of  view,  but  also  in  a Canadian  point  of  view.  We  have 
statutes  that  under  certain  restrictions  permit  imprisonment 

(a)  Mr.  Harrison  on  a later  day  referred  the  court  to  Santos  v.  Illidgo 
3 L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.,  155,  reported  after  the  argument  of  this  case. 
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for  debt.  Suppose  a debtor  so  imprisoned  to  kill  bis 
gaoler,  and  flee  to  one  of  the  United  States  where  there  is 
no  such  law.  Are  we  to  be  told  that  the  fugitive  cannot  be 
surrendered  because  they  have  no  such  statutes  as  ours  ? 
To  kill  when  in  lawful  custody  is  the  crime  of  murder  in 
each  country.  We  have  no  right  to  go  into  the  question 
of  the  laws  which  make  that  custody  lawful.  It  is  enough 
under  the  treaty  if  the  fact  of  lawful  custody  is  established. 
If  Anderson  had  been  conveyed  by  Diggs  to  a gaol,  and  to 
make  good  his  escape  had  killed  the  gaoler,  we  should  have 
been  bound  to  surrender  him.  There  is  no  difference  be- 
tween the  case  supposed  and  the  case  as  it  stands.  Ander- 
son in  the  custody  of  Diggs  was,  according  to  the  laws  of 
Missouri,  as  much  in  lawful  custody  as  if  he  had  been  in 
the  custody  of  a gaoler  of  that  state. 

Besides,  it  is  no  part  of  our  duty  under  the  treaty  to  try 
the  charge.  The  duty  of  our  officers  is  simply  ministerial, 
not  judicial.  The  treaty  continues,  “ And  the  respective 
judges  and  other  magistrates  of  the  two  governments  shall 
have  power,  jurisdiction,  and  authority,  upon  complaint 
made  under  oath,  to  issue  a warrant  for  the  apprehension 
of  the  fugitive  or  person  so  charged,  that  he  may  be  brought 
before  such  judges  or  other  magistrates,  respectively,  to 
the  end  that  the  evidence  of  criminality  may  be  heard  and 
considered;  and  if,  on  such  hearing,  the  evidence  be  deemed 
sufficient  to  sustain  the  charge,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the 
examining  judge  or  magistrate  to  certify  the  same  to  the 
proper  executive  authority,  that  a warrant  may  issue  for  the 
surrender  of  such  fugitive .”  Our  Consolidated  Statute  of 
Canada,  ch.  89,  is  to  the  same  effect.  Indeed  by  sec.  8 of 
the  act,  the  construction  for  which  I contend  is  made  still 
more  evident.  It  enacts  that  “The  Governor  upon  a re- 
quisition made,  &c.,  may,  by  warrant,  &c.,  order  the  person 
so  committed  to  be  delivered  to  the  person  or  persons  au- 
thorized to  receive  such  person,  &c.,  to  be  tried  for  the  crime  of 
ichich  such  person  stands  accused ,”  dec.  It  is  the  duty  of  our 
magistrates  to  investigate,  not  to  try  and  determine.  Their 
powers  are  simply  ministerial.  The  trial  must  take  place 
in  Missouri,  ivhere  the  alleged  crime  was  committed.  The 
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magistrates  here  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  probability 
or  improbability  of  an  unfair  trial  there,  or  the  fact  that 
Anderson,  even  if  acquitted,  will  be  restored  to  bondage. 
The  treaty  does  not  give  to  us,  or  to  our  magistrates,  the 
right  to  say  either  that  we  disapprove  of  the  law  of  Mis- 
souri, or  that  there  is  no  chance  of  a slave  receiving  a fair 
trial  in  that  state.  Probably,  if  this  case  had  occurred 
before  the  Ashburton  Treaty,  some  provision  might  have 
been  made  to  exempt  slaves  from  the  operation  of  that  treaty, 
but  we  have  to  deal  with  the  treaty  as  we  find  it,  not  as  we 
think  it  ought  to  be,  or  would  be  if  reconstructed.  We  find 
that  no  exemption  is  made  in  favour  of  the  slave,  and  that  if 
charged  with  crime  he  must  be  treated  like  any  other  per- 
son, bond  or  free,  similarly  charged,  regardless  of  what 
may  or  may  not  be  done  to  him  when  surrendered. 

This  brings  us  to  the  real  question  in  this  case,  whether 
there  is  evidence  sufficient  according  to  the  laws  of  Canada 
to  commit  Anderson  for  trial  in  the  state  of  Missouri,  on  a 
charge  of  murder  committed  in  that  state  ? This  a question 
of  evidence,  not  of  law.  Killing  is  prima  facie  murder.  It 
is  proved  that  Anderson  killed  Diggs.  Prima  facie  Ander- 
son is  a murderer.  He  however  pleads  in  extenuation  that 
he  killed  Diggs  in  the  frenzy  of  the  moment,  when  endea- 
vouring to  make  his  escape  from  slavery.  The  question 
whether  he  did  so  in  the  state  of  frenzy  alleged,  is  a ques- 
tion for  the  jury  to  determine.  It  may  be  that  a jury, 
considering  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  would  acquit 
of  the  major  offence  of  murder,  and  find  guilty  of  the  minor 
offence  of  manslaughter.  To  do  this  is  the  peculiar  province 
of  a jury.  The  investigating  magistrate  has  no  j)ower  either 
to  try  the  fact  or  to  anticipate  the  verdict  of  the  jury. 

There  is  still  another  view  which  I desire  to  submit 
to  the  consideration  of  the  court.  Suppose  we  concede, 
for  the  sake  of  argument,  what  the  learned  counsel  for 
the  prisoner  contends,  that  we  have  no  right  to  look  at  the 
law  of  Missouri.  How  stands  our  law  ? Grant  that  Diggs 
had  no  authority  to  arrest.  How  stands  the  evidence? 
I am  not  aware  of  any  rule  of  law  which  allows  a man 
to  use  greater  force  in  defence  of  his  liberty  than  of 
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his  life.  Liberty  is  precious,  but  life  is  not  less  so.  By 
our  law  a man  may  in  defence  of  his  life  oppose  force 
to  force,  using  no  greater  force  than  requisite  to  effect 
his  object.  Look  at  the  facts.  Anderson  was  a more  pow- 
erful man  than  Biggs.  Biggs  had  only  a paw-paw  stick,  or 
a small  light  cane;  Anderson  had  a knife.  Biggs  uses 
the  paw-paw  stick;  Anderson  uses  the  knife.  The  paw-paw 
stick  was  used  only  in  the  defensive  ; the  knife  was  used  in 
the  offensive.  Anderson  stabbed  Biggs  in  the  breast,  and 
then  Biggs  turned  to  flee.  He  had  turned,  and  in  his  flight 
fell.  As  he  lay  on  his  face  Anderson  again  stabbed  him — 
this  time  in  the  back.  Surely  here,  even  according  to  our 
laws,  if  Biggs  were  in  Upper  Canada  endeavouring  without 
authority  to  arrest  Anderson,  there  would  be  an  excess  of 
force.  No  magistrate  could  take  upon  himself  to  say  that 
the  force  used  was  excusable,  and  no  court  of  law  would 
say  that  it  was  justifiable. 

I need  not  further  take  up  the  time  of  the  court  in  referring 
to  the  evidence.  It  is  all  before  the  court,  and  will  before 
any  decision  is  given  be  carefully  and  anxiously  read.  As 
already  mentioned,  it  does  seem  to  me  that  the  question  for 
the  decision  of  the  court  is  more  one  of  evidence  than  of  law. 

Every  British  subject  abhors  slavery,  but  every  British  sub- 
ject should  be  a respecter  of  British  laws.  Law  is  the  founda- 
tion of  liberty.  If  our  laws  oblige  us  to  surrender  Anderson, 
it  is  our  duty  to  surrender  him  rather  than  violate  the  laws. 

Robinson,  C.  J. — On  the  20th  of  November,  1860,  a writ 
of  Habeas  Corpus  was  granted,  returnable  in  the  Queen’s 
Bench,  to  bring  up  the  body  of  John  Anderson,  detained  in 
the  custody  of  the  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Brant,  with  the 
cause  of  his  detention. 

To  this  writ  the  sheriff  returned  that  the  prisoner  was  in 
his  custody,  upon  a warrant  in  these  words.  (The  Chief 
Justice  here  read  the  warrant  of  commitment,  given  before, 
page  188.) 

The  complaint  on  which  this  warrant  issued  was  made  by 
one  James  A.  Gunning,  of  the  city  of  Betroit,  in  the  State 
of  Michigan,  and  was  sworn  in  the  county  of  Brant,  before 
W.  Mathews,  a justice  of  the  peace  for  that  county. 
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It  stated  that  John  Anderson  did,  on  the  28th  of  Sep- 
tember, 1858,  wilfully,  deliberately,  and  maliciously  mur- 
der one  Seneca  T.  P.  Diggs,  in  the  county  of  Howard,  in 
the  State  of  Missouri,  one  of  the  United  States  of  America, 
“all  of  which  this  deponent  doth  verily  believe.” 

This  last  line  seems  like  a qualification  of  the  positive 
statement  with  which  the  information  commenced,  though 
it  is  often  added  in  depositions  even  when  the  deponent 
speaks  of  conclusions  which  he  has  been  led  to  form  from 
facts  within  his  personal  knowledge.  If  this  deponent, 
however,  was  not  an  eye-witness  to  any  act  tending  to  prove 
Anderson’s  guilt,  it  would  not  follow  that  his  complaint 
could  not  be  received  as  ground  for  bringing  the  party  be- 
fore the  justice,  and  detaining  him  a reasonable  time  until 
the  proper  evidence  could  be  produced.  There  may  have 
been  but  one  witness  to  the  crime  in  any  such  case,  and  in 
many  there  may  be  no  witness  surviving ; and  if  a fugitive 
offender  from  abroad,  or  one  of  our  own  country,  could  not 
be  arrested  and  held  in  custody  on  such  an  information  as 
this,  and  in  many  cases  without  a warrant,  until  the  more 
positive  and  direct  testimony  can  be  produced,  the  chance 
would  be  but  small  of  arresting  the  offender,  and  very  des- 
perate crimes  would  often  go  unpunished.  When  some 
great  crime,  and  especially  a murder,  has  been  committed, 
we  see  hand-bills  with  minute  descriptions  of  the  person 
known  or  suspected  to  be  guilty,  dispersed  through  our  own 
and  the  neighbouring  country,  and  in  many  cases  it  is  by 
peace-officers  and  others  venturing  to  act  upon  such  notices 
that  the  person  is  stopped  in  his  flight,  sometimes  with  a 
warrant  and  sometimes  without.  The  person  or  persons 
who  have  a knowledge  of  the  facts  are  often  not  in  a con- 
dition to  make  pursuit  themselves,  and  at  any  rate  they  could 
not  be  everywhere  at  one  time,  nor  could  informations  sworn 
to  by  them  be  so  widely  distributed  as  to  be  everywhere  at 
hand,  ready  to  meet  the  offender.  And  even  where  they 
could  be  produced  at  the  moment,  still  the  offender  would 
be  in  many  cases  out  of  reach  before  a warrant  could  be 
framed  upon  them. 

No  objection,  I think,  was  taken  to  the  information 
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sworn  to  by  Mr.  Gunning,  and  when  the  justices  had  the 
prisoner  before  them,  and  heard  the  testimony  that  was 
afterwards  produced,  they  could  not  properly  decline  to  act 
upon  it. 

Upon  a certiorari  directed  to  the  justices  of  the  peace 
who  made  the  warrant  of  commitment,  the  evidence  was 
returned  which  they  had  received  in  support  of  the  charge ; 
and  one  of  the  justices  has  returned  that  the  prisoner  was 
committed,  and  the  evidence  certified  to  the  Governor ; and 
a copy  of  the  testimony  is  also  sent,  which  is  in  substance 
this : — 

The  prisoner,  John  Anderson,  in  and  before  the  year 
1844,  and  from  that  time  till  1858,  was  living  with  one 
Moses  Burton,  whose  slave  he  was,  in  the  county  of  Howard, 
in  the  State  of  Missouri,  one  of  the  United  States  of 
America. 

In  1858,  before  September,  Burton  transferred — that  is, 
as  I infer  from  the  evidence,  sold — Anderson  to  one  Mc- 
Donald, who  lived  in  Saline  county,  in  the  said  state  of 
Missouri,  about  thirty-two  miles  distance  from  the  residence 
of  Burton.  Anderson  had  a wife  who  lived  with  one  Samuel 
Brown,  in  Howard  county,  about  two  miles  from  Burton’s. 

In  September,  1853,  Anderson  had  been  seen  by  several 
parties  in  the  neighbourhood  of  Brown’s,  and  Brown’s  farm 
and  McDonald’s  being  on  opposite  sides  of  the  river,  and  so 
distant  from  each  other,  it  was  suspected,  and  was  rumoured 
in  the  vicinity,  that  Anderson  had  run  away  from  his  mas- 
ter, McDonald  ; and  in  September,  1853,  a day  or  two  before 
his  meeting  with  the  deceased,  Seneca  T.  P.  Diggs,  he  had 
been  seen  on  Brown’s  farm  by  two  persons,  who  pursued  him 
in  order  to  take  him  up  and  deliver  him  to  McDonald,  from 
whom  it  was  supposed  he  had  escaped.  He  ran  from  them, 
and  had  been  about  three  weeks  from  his  master,  McDonald, 
when  about  the  28th  day  of  September,  the  deceased,  Diggs, 
who  lived  about  six  miles  from  Brown’s,  having  been  at 
work  in  his  barn  with  some  of  his  negroes,  was  going  from 
thence  across  his  field  to  his  dwelling-house,  about  noon,  to 
get  dinner.  He  had  four  of  his  negroes  with  him,  and  on 
their  way  to  the  house  he  met  Anderson,  who  asked  him  if 
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he  could  tell  him  where  one  Charles  Givens  lived.  This 
Charles  Givens  lived  on  the  next  farm  to  the  deceased, 
Diggs  ; and  in  answer  to  Diggs’  enquiry  of  Anderson  where 
he  was  going,  and  to  whom  he  belonged,  Anderson  told  him 
that  he  was  going  to  Givens  to  get  him  to  buy  him.  He 
belonged,  he  said,  to  a man  on  the  other  side  of  the  river, 
named  McDonald,  and  he  added  that  he  did  not  want  to 
live  on  the  other  side  of  the  river  because  his  wife  was  liv- 
ing at  Brown’s,  on  the  same  side  as  Diggs  lived,  and  about 
six  miles  from  his  farm  and  Givens’. 

Diggs  then  asked  him  if  he  had  a pass.  He  said  he  had 
not.  Diggs  remarked  that  that  looked  suspicious,  as  he 
was  so  far  from  McDonald’s,  and  that  he  must  be  a run- 
away. He  told  Anderson  also  that  he  could  not  allow  him 
to  go  without  a pass,  for  that  he  would  be  himself  respon- 
sible ; and  he  told  Anderson  to  go  with  him  to  his  house 
and  get  his  dinner,  and  that  he  would  go  with  him  to  Givens 
and  see  about  the  matter.  They  were  at  that  time  going 
towards  the  house.  Anderson  was  going  quietly  along  the 
road,  and  as  they  came  near  to  Diggs’  house,  he  suddenly 
started  off  and  ran  away.  Diggs  called  to  his  four  negroes 
to  run  after  him,  telling  them  that  if  they  could  catch  him 
they  should  have  the  reward. 

Diggs  had  a son  of  his  with  him,  a child  about  eight 
years  of  age,  and  could  not  keep  up  with  the  negroes  while 
they  were  pursuing  Anderson, but  followed  them.  Anderson, 
while  he  was  running  from  the  negroes,  took  out  a knife  and 
called  out  that  he  would  kill  them  if  they  came  near  him. 
The  negroes  had  continued  chasing  him  round  for  some  time 
in  a kind  of  circle,  when  Diggs,  having  gone  across  the  circle 
saw  Anderson  not  far  from  him,  on  the  other  side  of  a fence, 
and  with  his  little  boy  got  over  the  fence,  and  continued  the 
pursuit,  having  a small  stick  in  his  hand.  Anderson,  when 
Diggs  had  got  about  six  yards  from  the  fence,  turned  upon 
him,  having  an  open  knife  in  his  hand,  and  ran  at  him. 
Diggs  struck  at  him  with  the  stick,  which  caught  in  some 
bushes  and  broke  ; and  then  Anderson  stabbed  Diggs  with 
his  knife  (a  long  dirk-knife)  in  the  breast.  Diggs  turned  to 
run  from  him,  and  caught  his  foot  in  a vine  and  fell,  when 
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Anderson  went  up  to  him,  and  stabbed  him  in  the  back  and 
ran  off.  Diggs  got  up  and  walked  fifteen  or  twenty  yards, 
and  then  fell,  being  unable  to  get  farther.  At  this  time 
one  of  Diggs’  negroes  was  about  twenty  yards  from  them ; 
the  others  were  at  a distance,  and  for  all  that  appears  may 
not  have  been  in  sight.  The  negroes  continued  to  pursue 
Anderson,  but  he  escaped  from  them,  and  found  his  way  to 
Upper  Canada,  where  he  was  recognized  and  apprehended 
in  the  spring  of  the  year  1860. 

The  place  where  Diggs  was  stabbed  is  about  a mile  dis- 
tant from  his  house.  His  little  boy  remained  with  him  an 
hour  or  more,  till  one  of  the  negroes  came  with  a doctor 
named  Crewse,  who  lived  about  half  a mile  from  the  spot, 
and  Diggs  was  removed  on  a sled  to  the  doctor’s  house, 
where  he  remained  till  he  died,  two  or  three  weeks  after- 
wards, or  perhaps  rather  longer,  for  in  regard  to  the  time 
there  seems  to  be  some  discrepancy  in  the  evidence. 

Two  of  Diggs’  sons  were  examined  before  the  magistrates 
at  Brantford,  in  this  province,  to  whom  the  complaint  was 
made ; and  the  deposition  of  one  of  the  negroes,  who  was 
near  enough  to  see,  and  did  see,  Anderson  stab  the  deceased, 
was  by  consent  of  the  prisoner’s  counsel  allowed  to  be  read. 

One  of  the  sons,  now  fifteen  years  of  age,  is  the  same 
boy  who  in  1858  was  with  his  father  when  he  received  his 
wounds  ; the  other  son,  ten  years  older,  saw  nothing  of  the 
occurrence,  but  proved  the  account  given  to  him  by  his 
father,  two  days  before  he  died,  when  he  had  no  hope  that 
he  could  recover.  Another  witness,  William  C.  Baker,  gave 
evidence  of  the  same  description  from  the  account  which 
he  received  from  Diggs,  while  he  was  lying  at  Dr.  Crewse’s. 

There  is  little  variation  in  the  accounts,  and  the  testi- 
mony of  the  witnesses  has  the  appearance  of  being  given 
fairly.  The  prisoner,  Anderson,  admitted  after  his  arrest 
that  he  had  cut  a man  in  attempting  to  escape  from  slavery, 
but  did  not  believe  that  he  had  killed  him.  He  desired  to 
address  this  court  when  brought  before  it  upon  this  writ, 
and  said  the  same  thing  in  substance. 

There  seems  to  be  no  room  for  doubt  either  as  to  the  facts 
of  the  case,  in  any  important  particular,  or  as  to  the  spirit  in 
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which  Diggs  and  Anderson  acted  from  the  moment  they  met 
on  that  day  in  September  which  proved  fatal  to  Diggs. 

In  the  arguments  addressed  to  us  by  Anderson,  through 
his  counsel,  and  in  some  observations  which  he  made  him- 
self, it  is  clear  that  he  desires  to  rest  his  defence  upon  the 
ground  that  in  stabbing  Diggs,  and  in  his  whole  conduct  on 
that  day,  from  the  time  they  met,  he  was  actuated  solely  by 
the  desire  to  gain  his  freedom  by  escaping  from  slavery. 
This,  it  was  urged,  was  the  motive  that  prompted  him 
throughout ; and  we  are  told  that  although  he  did  profess 
to  Diggs  that  he  was  anxious  merely  to  change  his  master 
for  the  reasons  which  he  gave,  and  had  come  to  that  part  of 
the  state  for  the  purpose  of  endeavoring  to  induce  Givens 
to  buy  him,  yet  that  was  merely  a pretence  put  forward  to 
lull  suspicion  and  to  cover  his  real  design,  for  that  he  had 
in  fact  escaped  from  his  master,  McDonald,  and  was  bent 
on  making  his  way  out  of  the  state,  and  had  come  to 
Howard  county  for  the  purpose  of  communicating  with  his 
wife,  and  arranging  with  her  how  she  could  follow  him  to 
Canada;  and  it  was  asserted  in  argument,  in  corroboration 
of  this,  (though  I see  nothing  of  that  in  the  evidence 
before  the  committing  magistrates,)  that  his  wife  did 
actually  make  her  escape  about  the  same  time,  and  got  to 
Detroit  before  himself. 

On  the  other  hand,  in  the  evidence  brought  forward  to 
sustain  the  charge,  it  is  plainly  and  consistently  stated  that 
Diggs  acted  entirely  from  the  motive  of  preventing  the 
escape  of  Anderson,  and  with  a view  to  restore  him  as  a 
slave  to  his  master,  McDonald. 

They  seem  to  have  been  strangers  to  each  other  up  to 
that  day ; and  Diggs,  according  to  the  evidence,  acted  not 
from  any  knowledge  he  had  that  Anderson  was  a slave,  but 
from  suspicion,  strengthened  by  the  fact  that  he  had  ad- 
mitted that  he  had  no  pass,  and  that  McDonald,  who  lived 
twenty  or  thirty  miles  off,  was  his  owner. 

The  witness  Baker,  speaking  from  Diggs’  statements, 
made  to  him  while  Diggs  was  lying  mortally  wounded  and 
without  hope  of  recovery,  says  : — “ It  was  about  dinner-time 
when  Diggs  first  saw  Anderson  ; he  asked  him  to  take  din- 
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ner  at  his  house,  when  Anderson  broke  away  from  him. 
Diggs  was  trying  to  stop  him  ” — that  is,  as  Baker  explains, 
“ he  was  trying  to  stop  him  from  running  away  from  his 
master,  McDonald.” 

“ Diggs  told  him,”  he  says,  (that  is  told  Anderson,  as  I 
understand  the  evidence,)  “ that  the  law  of  the  state  com- 
pelled him  to  stop  him  if  he  had  no  pass.  Diggs  called  to 
his  black  boys  to  catch  him,  and  they  started  after  him. 
There  were  three,  or  perhaps  more,  black  boys.  Diggs  was 
going  to  stop  him,  to  return  him  to  his  master,  McDonald, 
in  slavery.  It  was  in  that  pursuit  that  Diggs  was  stabbed, 
and  got  his  death  blow.  I did  not  understand  from  Diggs 
that  it  was  to  do  Jack  any  harm  they  tried  to  catch  him,  but 
merely  to  retain  him.”  Again,  Baker  says : — “As  they 
were  making  a circle  Diggs  was  getting  over  a fence.  Jack 
was  coming  towards  him,  and  he  (Diggs)  was  going  to  take 
hold  of  him  to  stop  him.  Jack  was  coming  towards  him, 
and  tried  to  stop  him,  and  he,  Diggs,  was  going  to  take 
hold  of  him  to  stop  him.  Jack  was  coming  towards  him 
and  stabbed  him.  As  Diggs  got  over  the  fence  they  came 
in  contact,  and  he  received  the  stab.  Diggs  had  gone  to 
the  fence  to  stop  him,  so  he  said  to  me.” 

The  youngest  son  of  Diggs,  who  was  then  with  his  father, 
says : “ I was  with  father  when  he  was  stabbed,  about  five  or 
six  yards  from  him.  He  was  in  pursuit  of  the  negro  when 
he  was  stabbed.  I was  with  father  when  he  first  started  in 
pursuit  of  him.  Other  parties,  say  four  black  boys  of  my 
father,  were  following  up.”  And  he  elsewhere  explains  that 
there  were  two  men  and  two  boys,  from  17  to  19  years  of 
age ; and  they  heard  it  said  among  them  that  the  strange 
black  man  they  were  pursuing  was  a runawa}r.  “ Father 
told  them,”  he  says,  to  run  after  him.  Father  wanted  to 
give  him  back  to  McDonald.  He  tried  to  get  away,  so  that 
father  could  not  deliver  him  to  his  master.  Father  also  ran 
after  him.  I don’t  remember  if  he  halloed,  but  he  went 
after  him.  When  the  negro  and  he  met,  I did  not  hear  any 
words  pass.  Father  had  a little  stick  in  his  hand.  The 
negro  ran  at  him  with  an  open  knife  drawn  in  his  hand.  It 
was  a paw-paw  stick  my  father  had.  My  father  struck  at 


IN  THE  MATTER  OF  JOHN  ANDERSON. 


157 


him  with  the  stick  after  the  negro  had  run  at  him  with  the 
open  knife.  The  stick  hung  in  some  bushes  and  broke. 
The  negro  then  stabbed  father.  Father  raised  the  stick  to 
keep  the  negro  from  cutting  him  with  the  knife  as  he  ran  at 
him.  He  was  trying  to  get  away  and  they  trying  to  catch 
him.  One  coloured  boy  was  about  twenty  yards  off  when 
father  was  stabbed.” 

Thomas  Higgs,  the  other  son  of  the  deceased,  was  from 
home  at  the  time  of  this  occurrence,  and  saw  nothing  of  it, 
but  he  speaks  from  the  account  which  his  father  gave  him  of 
xt  when  he  was  near  dying,  and  as  this  witness  was  then  ten 
years  older  than  his  younger  brother,  his  account  of  what 
Higgs  said  when  lying  in  extremis  may  be  more  safely  relied 
on.  This  is  his  account  of  his  father’s  statement  of  what 
took  place  after  Anderson  broke  from  them  in  walking  to- 
wards the  house: — “All  at  once  he  started  off  and  ran. 
He  (that  is  Higgs)  said  he  told  his  negroes  to  catch  him. 
They  started  after  him,  and  he  went  with  my  brother  who 
was  not  able  to  go  so  fast,  and  he  stayed  with  him.  After 
they  had  run  around  for  some  time  the  negro  met  him.  The 
negro  ran  at  him  and  stabbed  him.  He  had  a little  stick  in 
his  hand,  and  as  the  negro  ran  at  him  he  struck  at  him. 
The  negro  cut  him  a little  on  the  wrist ; then  he  stabbed 
him  in  his  breast.  The  blow  stunned  him  ; he  turned  to 
leave,  and  his  feet  caught  in  something,  and  while  he  was  in 
the  act  of  falling,  or  had  fallen,  he  stabbed  him  again  in  the 
back.  The  negro  then  immediately  ran.  The  paw-paw  is  a 
very  light  wood  ; it  never  grows  large.  The  one  my  father 
had  was  small.  My  father  was  a delicate  man,  thin  and 
small.  His  height  was  six  feet.  He  was  slight,  spare- 
made.  He  would  not  be  able  to  cope  with  the  prisoner;  his 
health  was  not  good.  They  considered  the  negro  a runaway. 
My  father  was  about  thirty  miles  from  McHonald’s  as  I have 
heard.  He  did  not  live  in  the  same  county  with  father.  I 
suppose  my  father  wanted  to  catch  the  negro.  I would 
suppose  he  wanted  to  return  him  to  the  owner.  He  was 
a slave,  I have  no  doubt.  Prisoner  is  about  five  feet  eight 
or  nine  inches,  his  weight  is  about  160  or  170  pounds.  My 
father’s  usual  weight  was  about  135  or  140  pounds.  When 
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the  negro  ran  at  my  father  he  had  the  knife  drawn  in 
his  hand.” 

That  slave  of  Diggs,  who  was  one  of  the  party  pursuing, 
and  was  near  enough  to  him  when  he  received  his  wound  to 
see  what  passed,  gives  this  account  of  the  matter : — 

“Next  fall  will  be  seven  years  ago,  a negro  man  came  to 
us,  (that  is,  to  my  master,  Seneca  T.  P.  Diggs,  and  the  bal- 
ance of  the  negroes  in  my  master’s  field.)  My  master  asked 
him  if  he  had  a pass.  He  said  he  had  not.  Master  told 
him  he  could  not  let  him  go  clear  without  a pass.  He  told 
my  master  that  a man  by  the  name  of  Burton  raised  him  ; 
that  he  now  belonged  to  a man  over  the  river  by  the  name 
of  McDonald : that  he  had  a wife  at  Mr.  Sam.  Brown’s,  in 
Howard  county,  and  that  he  was  going  to  Mr.  Givens  to  get 
Givens  to  buy  him.  Master  told  him  that  he  could  not  let 
him  go  on  that  way  without  a pass  ; that  he  must  go  on  up 
to  the  house,  and  eat  dinner,  and  then  he  would  go  with  him 
to  Mr.  Givens.  He  told  master  that  his  name  was  Jack. 
Just  before  we  got  to  the  house,  the  negro  broke  and  ran. 
Master  told  us  negroes  to  run  after  him.  We  ran  after  him. 
Master  said  we  should  have  the  reward  if  we  could  catch 
him.  While  we  were  running  him,  he  took  out  his  knife.  We 
ran  him  around  a good  long  while.  Master  would  halloo  all 
the  time,  and  we  would  answer  him.  At  last  master  met 
the  negro,  and  I saw  him  cut  master  twice  with  a knife.  I 
saw  him  when  he  ran  at  my  master  with  the  knife.  While 
we  were  running  after  him  he  said  he  would  kill  us  if  we 
came  near  him.  We  ran  after  him  some  time  after  he  had 
stabbed  master,  but  could  not  catch  him.  The  negro  that 
killed  my  master  was  named  Jack.  He  once  belonged  to 
Moses  Burton,  of  Howard  county,  and  had  a wife  at  Sam. 
Brown’s.  I knew  him  and  have  seen  him  before  the  day  he 
killed  my  master.  This  happened  in  Howard  county,  Mis- 
souri, in  the  United  States  of  America,  in  the  year  1858. 

The  testimony  of  this  last  witness  was  taken  before  a 
magistrate  in  the  state  of  Missouri,  and  by  consent  of  the 
prisoner’s  counsel  was  read  in  support  of  the  charge.  The 
statue,  indeed,  provides  for  a deposition  taken  in  the  foreign 
country  being  received  in  evidence  at  the  investigation  in 
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this  province,  when  it  has  been  authenticated  in  the  man- 
ner directed,  which  this  does  not  seem  to  have  been,  nor  to 
have  been  made  for  the  purpose  of  suing  out  a warrant  in 
Missouri. 

I have  stated  fully  such  portions  of  the  several  depositions 
as  bear  upon  the  conduct  and  motives  of  Diggs,  and  of  the 
prisoner,  as  connected  with  the  fact  of  the  prisoner  being  a 
slave,  and  having  escaped  from  his  master,  and  of  Diggs 
having  attempted  to  arrest  and  detain  him  with  a know- 
ledge, or  upon  his  suspicion,  that  this  was  the  fact,  and  of  his 
being  engaged  in  that  attempt  when  he  received  his  wound. 

These  statements  have  been  in  substance  given  by  me 
before,  in  the  narrative  of  the  occurrence,  but  to  present 
them  more  clearly  to  view  I have  brought  them  together 
from  the  several  depositions,  extracting  the  statements  in 
the  words  of  the  witnesses. 

Then,  as  connected  with  that  matter,  and  in  order  to 
prove  in  what  situation,  legally  speaking,  the  facts  placed 
the  respective  parties,  a witness,  I.  A.  Halliday,  was  exam- 
ined, who  deposed  as  follows  : — 

“ I live  in  Howard  county,  state  of  Missouri ; have  been 
there  since  June,  1829.  I was  born  there,  and  am  a lawyer 
by  profession.  The  first  section,  third  article,  of  the  act 
concerning  slaves,  Kevised  Statutes,  1845,  of  the  state  of 
Missouri,  provides  that  any  person  may  apprehend  any 
negro  or  mulatto,  being  or  suspected  of  being  a runaway 
slave,  and  take  him  or  her  before  justices  of  the  peace. 
The  second  section  provides  that  the  justice  shall  take  pos- 
session of,  and  deliver  him  or  her  to  the  owner.  The  18th 
section  of  same  article  provides  that  any  slave  found  to  be 
more  than  twenty  miles  from  his  home,  shall  be  declared 
to  be  a runaway.  The  16th  section  provides  that  any  one  ap- 
prehending a runaway  shah  be  paid  the  sum  of  five  dollars,  as 
a reward,  if  taken  within  the  state,  and  fifty  dollars  if  taken 
without  the  state,  and  ten  cents  for  every  mile  of  travel,  in  order 
to  convey  the  runaway  home  to  his  master.  This  law  was  in 
force  in  1858  and  is  still  in  force  in  substance.  I heard  of 
the  death  of  Mr.  Diggs  at  the  time  it  took  place,  and  have 
not  heard  of  the  death  of  any  other  person  there  since  in 
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that  way,  nor  for  several  years  before.  I don’t  know  that  I 
ever  saw  the  prisoner  till  the  other  night.  I may  have  seen 
him,  but  don’t  know  that  I have.” 

This  being  in  substance  the  evidence  that  was  before  the 
committing  magistrates  at  Brantford  in  this  province,  to 
sustain  a charge  against  Anderson,  the  prisoner  now  be- 
fore us,  of  having  committed  the  offence  of  murder  in  the 
state  of  Missouri,  it  became  their  duty  to  consider  it  in 
connection  with  our  existing  statute  for  the  surrender  of 
fugitive  offenders  from  the  United  States  of  America. 

Our  former  Fugitive  Offenders’  Act,  3 W.  IV.,  ch.  6.  has 
been  repealed  by  our  statute  28  Vic.,  ch.  41,  and  it  can 
hardly  be  material  to  refer  to  it  as  an  aid  to  the  construc- 
tion of  the  existing  statute,  because  the  latter  act  was 
passed  for  the  purpose  of  giving  effect  to  a treaty  with  a 
foreign  government,  and  it  is  to  that  treaty  we  should  rather 
look  for  an  indication  of  what  was  most  probably  meant  by 
any  thing  that  may  seem  ambiguous  in  the  language  of  the 
statute. 

The  matter  now  rests  upon  the  Ashburton  Treaty  of  the 
9th  of  August,  1842,  ratified  30th  of  October,  1842,  and 
upon  our  statute,  chapter  89  of  the  Consolidated  Statutes 
of  Canada,  taken  from  12  Vic.,  ch.  19. 

The  treaty  provides  that  the  governments  of  the  two 
countries  shall,  upon  mutual  requisition,  deliver  up  to  jus- 
tice persons  charged  with  any  of  the  crimes  specified  in  the 
treaty,  committed  within  the  jurisdiction  of  either  of  the 
contracting  parties,  who  should  seek  an  asylum  or  be  found 
within  the  territories  of  the  other:  “Provided  that  this 
shall  only  be  done  upon  such  evidence  of  criminality  as 
according  to  the  laws  of  the  place  where  the  fugitive,  or 
the  person  so  charged,  shall  be  found,  would  justify  his 
apprehension  and  commitment  for  trial  if  the  crime  or 
offence  had  been  there  committed.” 

Our  statute,  ch.  89,  for  carrying  into  effect  this  treaty, 
provides,  sec.  1,  that  upon  complaint  made  under  oath  or 
affirmation,  charging  any  person  found  within  the  limits  of 
this  province  with  having  committed  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  United  States  of  America,  or  of  any  of  such  states,  any 
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of  the  crimes  enumerated  in  the  treaty,  “ any  of  the  judges 
of  any  of  Her  Majesty’s  superior  courts  in  this  province,  or 
any  of  Her  Majesty’s  justices  of  the  peace  in  the  same,  may 
issue  his  warrant  for  the  apprehension  of  the  person  so 
charged,  that  lie  may  he  brought  before  such  judge  or  such 
justice  of  the  peace,  to  the  end  that  the  evidence  of 
criminality  may  be  heard  and  considered ; and  if,  on  such 
hearing,  the  evidence  be  deemed  sufficient  by  him  to  sustain 
the  charge  according  to  the  laics  of  this  province  if  the  offence 
alleged  had  been  committed  herein , he  shall  certify  the  same, 
with  a copy  of  all  the  testimony  taken  before  him , to  the 
Governor,  that  a warrant  may  issue,  upon  the  requisition  cf 
the  proper  authorities  of  the  United  States,  or  of  any  of  such 
states , for  the  surrender  of  such  person,  according  to  the 
stipulation  of  the  said  treaty;  and  the  said  judge,  or  justice 
of  the  peace  shall  issue  his  warrant  for  the  commitment  of 
the  person  so  charged  to  the  proper  gaol,  there  to  remain 
until  such  surrender  be  made,  or  until  such  person  be  dis- 
charged according  to  law.”  Sec.  2. — Copies  of  the  deposi- 
tions on  which  the  warrant  has  been  granted  in  the  United 
States,  certified  as  the  act  directs,  may  be  received  on  the 
hearing  after  arrest  in  this  province,  in  evidence  of  the 
criminality  of  the  person  so  apprehended.  Sec.  3. — The 
Governor,  upon  such  requisition  by  the  authority  of  the 
United  States,  or  of  any  state,  may  by  warrant  order  the 
person  so  committed  to  be  delivered  to  the  person  author- 
ized to  receive  him  on  behalf  of  the  United  States,  or  of 
any  of  such  states,  to  be  tried  for  the  crime,  &c.,  and  such 
person  shall  be  delivered  up  accordingly.  Sec.  4. — If  any 
person  committed  under  this  act  and  treaty,  to  remain  till 
delivered  up  in  pursuance  of  a requisition,  be  not  delivered 
up  and  conveyed  out  of  this  province  within  two  months, 
then  any  of  the  judges  having  power  to  grant  a Habeas 
Corpus , upon  application  made  to  him  or  them,  by  or  on 
behalf  of  the  person  so  committed,  and  upon  proof  made  to 
him  or  them  that  reasonable  notice  of  the  intention  to 
make  such  application  has  been  given  to  the  Provincial 
Secretary,  may  order  the  person  so  committed  to  be  dis- 
charged out  of  custody,  unless  sufficient  cause  shall  be 
11  U.C.Q.B.,  20. 
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shewn  to  such  judge  or  judges  why  such  discharge  should 
not  be  ordered. 

Taking,  then,  this  statute  into  consideration,  together 
with  the  return  made  by  the  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Brant 
to  the  writ  of  Habeas  Corpus,  stating  the  warrant  under 
which  he  holds  the  prisoner  in  custody,  and  taking  also 
the  return  made  by  the  justices  of  the  evidence  upon  which 
they  issued  that  warrant,  we  have  first  to  consider  whether 
the  warrant  shews  upon  the  face  of  it  a legal  cause  of 
imprisonment. 

I notice  that  it  does  not  in  terms  state  that  the  prisoner 
has  been  charged  with  murder,  though  the  information  and 
complaint  on  which  the  justices  proceeded  in  the  first  in- 
stance to  arrest  the  party  did  expressly  contain  a charge  of 
ihat  crime. 

But  the  warrant  of  commitment  does  describe  the  charge 
in  such  terms  as  to  shew  clearly  that  what  the  law  holds  to 
he  murder  is  the  offence  of  which  the  prisoner  was  accused 
before  the  justices,  and  that  they  found  the  charge  to  be  suffi- 
ciently sustained  by  the  evidence  to  warrant  the  commitment. 

The  technical  term  “ murder,”  which  is  indispensable  in 
.an  indictment  for  that  offence,  ought  to  have  been  used,  in 
order  that  it  might  be  seen  plainly,  and  not  by  inference 
merely,  that  the  offence  is  one  of  those  to  which  the  treaty 
and  the  statute  passed  for  giving  effect  to  it  directly  apply. 

Defects  of  that  nature,  however,  in  a warrant  are  not  fatal, 
for  there  is  not  the  same  necessity  for  an  adherence  to  tech- 
nical terms  in  a warrant  as  in  an  indictment ; and  upon  the 
xeturn  to  a Habeas  Corpus  it  is  the  foundation  of  the  war- 
rant to  which  the  court  looks,  when  that  is  before  them  upon 
a certiorari , rather  than  to  the  warrant  itself.  When  a legal 
uause  for  the  imprisonment  appears  upon  the  evidence,  the 
ends  of  justice  are  not  allowed  to  be  defeated  by  a want  of 
proper  form  in  the  warrant,  but  the  court  will  rather  see 
that  the  error  is  corrected. 

The  care  of  The  King  v.  Marks  and  others,  (3  East  157, ) 
shews  the  principles  on  which  the  courts  act  in  such  cases, 
u,nd  this  is  matter  of  constant  practice. 

I notice  also  that  the  warrant  of  the  justices  does  not  follow 
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the  words  of  the  statute  by  committing  the  prisoner  to  gaol, 

“ there  to  remain  until  he  shall  be  surrendered|(upon  the  re- 
quisition of  the  proper  authorities)  or  until  he  shall  be  dis- 
charged according  to  law.”  The  justices  may  have  thought 
that  those  words  in  the  end  of  the  first  clause  of  the  statute, 
(Consol.  Stats  C.,  ch.  89,)  were  inserted  as  the  direction  of 
the  legislature,  that  the  prisoner  when  imprisoned  by  the 
justices  upon  a charge  of  an  offence  committed  in  one  of  the 
United  States,  should  in  fact  so  remain  imprisoned  until  sur- 
rendered or  otherwise  discharged  by  law,  rather  than  that 
the  legislature  intended  those  words  sliould|all  necessarily 
form  a part  of  the  warrant  itself.  Without  them,  however, 
all  that  appears  on  the  face  of  the  warrant  is  that  the  pri- 
soner is  placed  in  custody  for  an  offence  alleged  to  have  been 
committed  by  him  in  a country  over  which  our  courts  have 
no  jurisdiction,  and  without  any  explanation  of  the  author- 
ity for  such  commitment,  or  of  the  object  of  it. 

This  also  is  an  imperfection  in  the  warrant,  which  the 
court  in  any  such  case,  having  judicial  knowledge  of  the 
grounds  of  the  commitment,  would  be  bound  to  see  cor- 
rected rather  than  discharge  the  prisoner  on  account  of  it ; 
if  indeed  the  words  which  are  in  this  warrant,  “ until  he  be 
discharged  according  to  law,”  would  not^be  sufficient  in 
themselves,  under  the  direction  as  to  commitment  given  in 
the  statute. 

I mention  these  apparent  irregularities  chiefly  in  the  hope 
that  it  may  assist  in  leading  to  a more  careful  attention  to 
form  in  similar  cases  that  may  arise. 

No  exception  was  taken  to  any  defects  in  the  warrant  in 
the  argument  before  us,  probably  because  the  learned  counsel 
for  the  prisoner,  who  argued  his  case  with  much  zeal  and 
ability,  was  well  aware  that  it  would  serve  no  purpose  in  the 
end  to  rest  the  application  for  his  discharge  upon  them. 

It  was  upon  the  question  whether  the  commitment  of  the 
prisoner  Anderson,  with  a view  to  his  being  surrendered 
under  what  is  commonly  called  by  us  the  Ashburton  Treaty 
can  be  said  to  be  warranted  by  the  evidence,  jthat  the  case 
was  argued  on  both  side,  and  argued  in  that  temperate  and 
strictly  professional  spirit  injjwaich  all  discussions  for 
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judicial  purposes  should  be  conducted.  Certainly  the  learned 
counsel  who  represented  the  government  showed  no  wish 
that  the  court  should,  by  any  too  rigorous  construction  of 
the  treaty  or  of  the  statute,  strain  the  law  under  which  the 
surrender  of  the  prisoner  has  been  applied  for. 

I had  some  doubt  during  the  argument  whether  it  is  com- 
petent for  either  of  the  superior  courts  of  Upper  Canada, 
or  for  a judge  of  any  such  court,  to  interpose  in  the  case  of 
an  offender  coming  clearly  within  the  terms  of  the  Ashburton 
Treaty,  after  the  judge  or  justice  who  has  heard  the  evidence 
has  determined  that  in  his  opinion  it  sustains  the  charge,  and 
has  certified  to  that  effect  to  the  Governor,  and  transmitted 
a copy  of  the  testimony  on  which  he  has  decided.  Under 
the  4th  section  of  the  statute,  where  there  has  been  a delay 
after  the  commitment  in  effecting  the  surrender,  it  is  ex- 
pressly provided  that  any  of  the  judges  of  one  of  the  sup- 
erior courts  may  order  the  person  to  be  discharged.  But 
this  is  not  an  application  made  under  that  clause. 

It  is  quite  true  that  there  can  be  nothing  clearer  than  the 
authority  of  our  superior  courts  of  law  to  exercise  the  same 
control  over  inferior  criminal  courts,  and  over  magistrates 
acting  in  the  administration  of  the  criminal  law,  as  is  exer- 
cised in  England  in  like  cases  in  the  Court  of  Queen’s  Bench, 
and  indeed  without  such  controlling  power  the  liberty  of  the 
subject  would  be  most  inadequately  provided  for ; but  thu 
superintending  authority  which  I now  allude  to  is  either 
given  in  particular  cases  by  statute,  or  in  other  cases  is  ex- 
ercised upon  principles  of  the  common  law,  in  matters  oc- 
curring in  the  ordinary  administration  of  criminal  justice, 
and  arising  within  the  ordinary  reach  of  our  laws. 

The  arrest  of  the  person  now  before  us  for  an  offence 
committed  in  the  state  of  Missouri,  over  which  offence  we 
have  no  jurisdiction,  and  his  detention  with  a view  to  his 
being  surrendered  to  the  government  of  that  state,  is  a 
proceeding  apart  from  our  ordinary  jurisdiction,  and  rests 
wholly  upon  the  provisions  of  a treaty  between  Great 
Britain  and  a foreign  Government,  and  of  our  statute 
passed  in  conformity  with  the  treaty. 

We  see  in  that  statute  the  powers  which  are  given  to  us 
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and  to  other  civil  authorities  for  carrying  out  the  treaty, 
and  the  provisions  are  precise  in  regard  to  the  part  which 
is  to  he  taken  by  the  different  public  authorities  which  are 
mentioned  in  it. 

In  the  first  place,  a judge  or  justice  of  the  peace,  upon  a 
proper  complaint,  is  to  issue  his  warrant  for  the  apprehen- 
sion of  the  alleged  offender,  and  the  judge  or  justice  who  has 
issued  such  warrant,  is  the  person  before  whom  the  evidence 
in  support  of  the  charge  must  afterwards  be  heard,  and  he 
must  determine  upon  its  sufficiency,  and  must  certify  to  the 
governor  that  it  is  sufficient,  if  he  finds  it  to  be  so,  sending 
at  the  same  time  a copy  of  all  the  testimony.  And  this  the 
act  says  is  to  be  done,  “ that  a warrant  may  issue  upon  the 
requisition  of  the  proper  authorities  of  the  United  States  or 
of  any  such  states,  for  the  surrender  of  such  person,  accord- 
ing to  the  stipulation  of  the  said  treaty;  and  the  said  judge, 
or  the  said  justice  of  the  peace,  shall  issue  his  warrant  for 
the  commitment  of  the  person  so  charged,  to  the  proper  gaol, 
there  to  remain  until  such  surrender  be  made,  or  until  such 
person  be  discharged  according  to  law.”  (Sec.  1.) 

The  question  which  I am  now  considering  turns  upon  what 
we  must  take  to  be  meant  by  these  last  words  in  the  clause, 
“ or  until  such  person  be  discharged  according  to  law.”  Do 
they  mean  only  until  the  person  shall  be  discharged  under  the 
express  power  given  in  the  fourth  clause,  on  account  of  delay 
in  delivering  him  up,  or  do  they  mean  until  he  be  discharged 
by  either  of  the  superior  courts,  or  by  any  judge  thereof, 
interposing  upon  an  application  of  the  prisoner,  between  the 
commitment  by  the  justice  and  his  actual  surrender  to  the 
foreign  country,  and  assuming  the  authority  of  discharging 
the  prisoner,  upon  his  view  of  the  evidence  on  which  the 
justice  had  decided?  Whether  the  treaty,  ratified  as  it  has 
been  by  the  imperial  parliament,  taken  in  connection  with 
our  statute,  can  be  held  to  leave  the  superior  courts  in  pos- 
session of  any  other  power  than  the  power  to  discharge  the 
prisoner  under  the  fourth  section  on  account  of  delay  in  de- 
livering him  over,  after  he  has  been  committed,  and  the 
evidence  certified  to  the  government,  is  a question  which  we 
should  probably  feel  it  necessary  carefully  to  consider,  in 
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conjunction  with  the  judges  of  the  other  superior  courts, 
before  we  exercised  the  power  of  discharging. 

No  application  under  the  fourth  clause,  upon  the  ground 
of  delay,  has  been  made  to  us,  as  I have  already  stated. 
Our  interposition  on  any  other  ground  it  may  at  least  be 
said  is  not  clearly  provided  for  in  the  act,  and  it  may  be  a 
question,  since  the  whole  proceeding  is  founded  on  a public 
treaty  between  two  sovereign  powers,  whether  each  party 
to  that  treaty  cannot  hold  the  other  to  a compliance  with 
its  terms,  without  impediment  from  the  exercise  of  a juris- 
diction over  the  subject  matter  within  either  country  be- 
yond what  is  provided  for  in  the  treaty. 

I feel  that,  on  the  other  hand,  the  argument  is  strong  for 
the  necessity  of  a controlling  power  in  the  superior  courts, 
without  which  the  Governor  must  be  left  with  the  responsi- 
bility of  exercising  with  the  assistance  of  his  legal  advisers, 
whatever  discretion  he  may  find  to  be  reposed  in  him  by 
the  statute. 

A more  full  consideration  of  this  question  by  either  of 
the  superior  courts,  whenever  it  may  become  necessary, 
may  probably  result  fn  removing  any  such  doubts  as  I have 
stated ; for  two  learned  judges,  of  whose  assistance  we  can 
unhappily  no  longer  avail  ourselves,  have,  in  cases  before 
them  as  individual  judges  in  chamber,  assumed  that  they 
had  the  power  in  cases  like  the  present  to  examine  into  the 
correctness  of  the  conclusion  come  to  by  the  committing 
justices  upon  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence.  I refer  to 
Kermott’s  case,  (Yol.  1,  of  Cases  in  the  Judges’  Chambers, 
253,)  ]and  to  Tubee’s  case,  (1,  P.  R.  98.) 

In  the  former  case  the  authority  was  assumed  to  exist,  and 
was  acted  upon  by  discharging  the  prisoner.  The  latter 
case,  as  the  commitment  shewed,  could  not  by  possibility 
come  under  the  Ashburton  Treaty,  for  it  was  the  crime  of 
bigamy  that  the  prisoner  was  charged  with,  and  nothing 
therefore  that  was  said  or  done  in  the  case  would  necessarily 
apply  as  authority  in  the  case  now  before  us.  The  prisoner 
was  discharged  on  the  ground  that  our  earlier  statute  8 W. 
IV.,  ch.  6,  under  which  it  had  been  urged  that  the  prisoner 
could  be  surrendered  to  a foreign  government,  had  been 
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superseded  by  the  Ashburton  Treaty  and  the  statue  which 
followed  it.  But  the  late  Sir  James  Macaulay , for  whose 
opinion  great  respect  will  ever  be  entertained  in  this  court, 
in  disposing  of  the  application  before  him,  expressed  a strong 
view  in  favour  of  the  power  of  the  superior  courts  to  examine 
into  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence  returned  by  the  commit- 
ting magistrate,  to  establish  the  charge  upon  which  he  had 
committed  a prisoner  in  pursuance  of  the  Ashburton  Treaty* 
With  these  authorities  in  favor  of  an  examination  by  us 
of  the  testimony  which  has  been  returned  by  the  committing 
magistrate,  and  with  no  decision  that  I am  aware  of  to  the 
contrary,  we  have  not  hesitated  to  consider  the  depositions 
which  have  been  before  us  in  the  present  case  ; and  I will 
not  forbear,  in  consequence  of  any  such  doubts  as  I have 
stated,  to  express  my  opinion  upon  the  effect  of  them — I 
mean  their  effect  in  a legal  point  of  view,  when  taken  in  con- 
nection with  the  treaty  and  our  statute,  Consol.  Stats.  C.,  ch. 
89 — and  I shall  do  this  in  as  general  terms  as  I can,  in  order 
that  nothing  said  by  me  here  may  prejudice  a case  of  this 
serious  description,  which,  according  to  the  view  we  may  take 
of  the  law,  may  have  to  receive  the  consideration  of  a jury  in 
the  country  where  the  offence  is  said  to  have  been  committed. 

I have  not  thought  it  necessary  to  dwell  upon  the  proof 
of  identity  of  the  prisoner,  or  to  refer  particularly  to  the 
witness,  W.  C.  Baker,  upon  that  point,  which  is  direct  and 
explicit;  for  the  whole  course  ot  cross-examination  of  the 
witnesses  on  the  part  of  the  prisoner,  and  the  very  ground 
on  which  his  discharge  had  been  pressed,  is  founded  upon 
his  identity  with  the  person  who  killed  Biggs,  and  on  the 
fact,  which  it  is  contended  is  manifest,  that  he  was  en- 
gaged at  the  time  in  a struggle  for  freedom. 

The  point  which  has  been  argued  before  us,  and  the 
only  point,  is  what  construction  and  effect  it  is  proper  to 
give  to  those  words  in  the  treaty  and  in  our  statute  (Con- 
sol. Stat.,  C.,  ch.  89,  sec.  1,)  which,  when  read  together, 
in  effect  provide  that  a person  charged  with  committing 
within  any  of  the  United  States  of  America  any  of  the 
offences  mentioned  in  the  treaty:  that  is  to  say,  murder, 
or  assault  with  intent  to  commit  murder,  piracy,  arson, 


168  queen’s  BENCH,  MICHAELMAS  TERM,  24  VIC.,  1860. 

robbery,  or  forgery,  and  charged  “ upon  such  evidence  of 
criminality  as  according  to  the  laics  oj  the  place  where  the 
fugitive  or  person  so  charged  shall  be  found,  would  justify 
his  apprehension  and  commitment  for  trial , ij  the  crime  or 
offence  had  there  been  committed ,”  may  be  apprehended 
upon  complaint  made  under  oath,  in  order  that  he  may  be 
brought  before  the  judge,  or  justice  of  the  peace,  who  has 
caused  him  to  be  apprehended,  to  the  end  that  the  evi- 
dence of  his  criminality  may  be  heard  and  considered,  and 
that  “if,  on  such  hearing,  the  evidence  be  deemed  sufficient 
by  him  to  sustain  the  charge  according  to  the  laws  of  this 
province , if  the  offence  alleged  had  been  committed  therein, 
he  shall  certify  the  same,  together  with  a copy  of  all  the 
testimony  taken  before  him,  to  the  Governor,  that  a war- 
rant may  issue  upon  the  requisition  of  the  proper  authori- 
ties of  the  said  United  States  or  of  any  of  such  states,  for 
the  surrender  of  such  person  charged  according  to  the 
stipulation  of  the  said  treaty.” 

It  will  be  observed  that  in  one  part  of  the  treaty,  as  re- 
cited in  the  statute,  the  evidence  of  criminality  is  required 
to  be  such  as  would  justify  the  apprehension  of  the  party 
and  his  commitment  jor  trial,  if  the  offence  had  been  com- 
mitted in  the  country  where  he  is  found,  while  in  another 
part  the  evidence  is  required  to  be  such  as  shall  be  deemed 
sufficient  to  sustain  the  charge. 

Nothing  can  turn  I think  upon  this  variation  of  expres- 
sion, but  we  must  look  upon  the  same  thing  as  intended  by 
both,  for  in  the  treaty,  as  recited  in  the  commencement  of 
the  statute,  it  is  declared  to  have  been  agreed  by  the  two 
powers,  that  offenders  charged  with  certain  offences,  flying 
from  one  country  into  the  territories  of  the  other,  should  be 
delivered  up  to  justice — “ Provided,  that  this  shall  only  be 
done  upon  such  evidence  of  criminality  as  according  to  the 
lawrs  of  the  place  where  the  fugitive  so  charged  shall  be 
found,  would  justify  his  apprehension  and  commitment  for 
trial,  if  the  crime  or  offence  had  been  there  committed .” 

This  shews  that  nothing  more  can  be  meant  by  the  other 
form  of  expression  than  by  this,  since  by  the  treaty  evidence 
sufficient  to  commit  the  party  for  trial  is  all  that  is  required 
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to  warrant  his  being  given  np.  And  indeed  it  would  not  be 
reasonable  to  require  more. 

I think  “ the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence  of  criminality  to 
sustain  the  charge  according  to  the  laws  of  this  province  if 
the  offence  alleged  had  been  committed  therein ,”  is  to  be 
determined  by  the  judge  or  justice  upon  his  view  of  the 
transaction,  as  described  in  the  testimony,  taken  in  connec- 
tion with  the  law  of  the  foreign  state  where  it  occurred,  as 
regards  the  offence  in  question,  and  also  with  reference  to 
the  law  which  governs  our  own  courts  and  magistrates  in 
regard  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence ; that  is,  its  suffi- 
ciency in  point  of  legal  character,  and  its  adequacy  to  support 
the  charge  of  the  offence  against  thelaw  of  the  foreign  country. 

I will  not  take  upon  me  to  say  that  there  is  absolutely  no 
ground  for  doubt  or  discussion  upon  the  meaning  of  those 
words  in  the  statute  which  I have  last  cited.  I can  see  that 
what  I take  to  have  been  the  certain  intention  of  the  treaty, 
and  of  our  statute,  might  have  been  more  clearly  expressed  ; 
but  I really  cannot  say  that  I have  any  doubt  that  the  in- 
tention was  that  the  judge  or  justice  who  had  heard  the 
testimony  is  to  determine  whether  the  evidence  of  crimin- 
ality, if  fully  credited  by  a jury  and  not  repelled  in  an^  essen- 
tial point,  is  such  that  can  be  truly  said  that  the  facts  are 
strong  enough  and  the  proof  clear  enough,  according  to  the 
laws  of  this  province,  to  sustain  the  charge.  What  charge  ? 
— the  charge,  in  the  case  before  us,  of  having  committed  in 
the  state  of  Missouri  the  crime  of  murder. 

It  has  been  argued  on  the  part  of  the  prisoner  that  both 
of  the  passages  in  the  statute  in  which  the  sufficiency  of  tli  i 
evidence  to  prove  the  criminality  is  spoken  of  have  reference 
to  the  law  of  this  province,  not  merely  as  regards  the  nature 
of  the  proof  that  may  be  received  and  its  conclusive  tend- 
ency, but  also  to  the  law  of  this  province  as  regards  the 
particular  offence,  and  in  relation  to  whatever  circumstance 
may  have  influenced  the  party  in  committing  the  act.  I 
cannot  go  the  whole  length  of  that  argument  as  it  has  been 
endeavoured  to  apply  it  in  this  case. 

So  far  as  regards  the  means  of  proof,  there  can  be  no 
doubt  that  it  is  our  law  which  must  govern,  according  to  the 
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provision  in  the  statute.  If,  for  instance,  the  law  of  Missouri 
should  admit  a confession  extorted  from  a slave  by  violence 
or  threats  to  be  used  against  him  on  a charge  of  this  kind, 
we  must  reject  such  evidence  notwithstanding,  when  pro- 
duced here ; and  if  without  it  the  criminality  should  not 
appear  to  be  established,  the  prisoner  could  not  be  detained. 
So,  also,  if  the  law  of  Missouri  should  allow  evidence  of  a 
free  man  not  on  oath  to  be  admitted  against  a slave  charged 
with  having  committed  a crime  against  a free  man,  the  judge 
or  justice  could  not  act  upon  such  evidence  here.  The 
reason  in  favor  of  precaution,  to  this  extent  at  least,  is 
glanced  at  by  Lord  Chief  Justice  Willes  in  the  case  of 
Omichund  v.  Barker,  (Willes  549,)  where  a very  different 
question  from  the  present  was  under  discussion.  “ I entirely 
disagree,”  he  observed,  “ from  what  is  reported  to  have 
been  said  by  Lord  Chief  Justice  Ley , in  2 Bol.  Rep.  846, 
that  in  the  trials  of  matters  arising  beyond  sea  we  ought  to 
allow  such  proof  as  those  beyond  sea  would  allow.  This 
would  be  leaving  the  point  on  so  very  loose  and  uncertain  a 
foot,  that  I cannot  come  into  it ; for  if  this  rule  were  to  hold, 
considering  in  what  a strange  manner  justice  is  administered 
in  some  foreign  parts,  God  knows  what  evidence  must  be 
admitted.” 

But  the  construction  contended  for  would  seem  to  exact 
that  there  should  be  a similarity  between  the  law  of  the 
state  from  which  the  person  has  fled  and  that  of  our  country 
in  all  the  features  and  attributes  of  the  particular  crime. 
To  some  extent  it  might  be  reasonable  to  hold  that  the  law 
of  the  two  countries  should  be  found  to  correspond.  For 
example,  if  it  were  the  law  of  Missouri  that  every  intentional 
killing  by  a slave  of  his  master,  however  sudden,  should  be 
held  to  be  murder,  without  regard  to  any  circumstances  of 
provocation,  or  of  any  necessity  of  self-defence  against  mortal 
or  cruel  injury,  I do  not  consider  that  a fugitive  slave,  who 
according  to  the  evidence  could  not  be  found  guilty  of  mur- 
der without  applying  such  a principle  to  the  case,  could 
legally  be  surrendered  by  the  treaty.  But  I could  not  go 
the  length  of  holding  that  because  a man  could  not,  in  the 
nature  of  things,  be  killed  in  this  province  while  he  was 
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pursuing  a slave,  because  there  are  not,  and  by  law  cannot 
be,  any  slaves  here,  therefore  a slave  who  has  fled  from  a 
slave  state  into  this  province  cannot  be  given  up  to  justice 
because  he  murdered  a man  in  that  state  who  was  at  the 
time  attempting  to  arrest  him  under  the  authority  of  law, 
in  order  to  take  him  before  a magistrate  with  a view  to  liis 
being  sent  back  to  his  master. 

It  would  not  be  right,  I think,  to  hold  that  the  fugitive 
should,  under  such  circumstances,  not  be  surrendered,  and 
to  hold  this  without  reference  to  what  the  positive  law  of 
that  country  might  allow,  or  to  the  conduct  of  the  party 
pursuing  or  the  party  pursued,  or  to  the  knowledge  of  the 
latter  that  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  desired  to  arrest 
him  was  not  contrary  to  the  law  of  the  country,  or  to  the 
fact,  (if  it  should  be  so,)  that  there  was  no  apparent  neces* 
sity  to  inflict  death  in  order  to  escape. 

The  statute  has  been  about  ten  years  in  force,  and,  so  far 
as  I know  or  have  heard,  if  the  construction  that  is  now  in- 
sisted upon  were  established,  it  would  be  a new  construction. 

Neither  the  treaty  nor  the  statute  can  be  taken  to  have 
been  founded  on  a presumption  that  the  criminal  or  the 
civil  law  prevailing  in  the  territories  of  the  two  contract- 
ing powers  would  be  found  to  be  the  same.  In  arson  and 
in  forgery,  for  instance,  it  is  likely  there  may  be  points  of 
difference  as  regards  the  description  of  property,  and  of 
the  written  securities,  which  it  is  the  object  of  the  law  in 
the  several  countries  to  protect,  though,  as  regards  mur- 
der, there  is  nothing  in  the  evidence  to  establish  that  the 
legal  definition  of  the  crime  in  not  the  same  in  the  state  of 
Missouri  as  in  Canada. 

Now  we  know  that  a person  who  in  Canada  wilfully  kills 
another  without  justification  or  lawful  excuse  is  guilty  of 
murder,  the  law  deeming  the  act  to  have  been  malicious. 
There  is  nothing  before  us  to  show  that  the  law  is  other- 
wise in  Missouri. 

I use  the  word  excuse  in  a sense  that  would  include  any 
circumstances,  of  provocation  or  otherwise,  that  should 
obviously  in  law  reduce  the  act  to  manslaughter. 

The  evidence  which  the  justices  had  before  them  tends 
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to  show  that  Anderson,  the  prisoner,  stabbed  Biggs,  the 
deceased,  while  he,  Anderson,  was  endeavouring  to  escape 
from  him,  and  while  Biggs  was  endeavouring  to  prevent 
such  escape,  and  to  take  him  before  a magistrate,  in  order  to 
his  being  restored  to  McBonald,  his  master.  Anderson 
was  still  in  the  state  of  Missouri,  where  he  had  been  living 
many  years,  if  not  all  his  lifetime;  and  though  he  was  20 
or  80  miles  away  from  McBonald,  yet  it  rests  only  on  his 
own  declaration  that  he  had  resolved,  if  possible,  to  leave 
the  state,  and  to  escape  from  slavery  entirely.  Whether 
that  was  or  was  not  his  intention  at  the  time,  we  see  that 
the  law  of  Missouri,  of  which  such  evidence  has  been  re- 
ceived as  by  the  existing  state  of  the  law  both  in  England 
and  in  Canada  is  now  admissible,  (Baron  BeBode’s  case,  8 
Q.  B.  208,  246,  254,  Sussex  Peerage  case,  11  Cl.  & Fin. 
85,)  authorizes  any  person  to  apprehend  any  negro  or 
mulatto  being  or  suspected  of  being  a runaway  slave,  and 
to  take  him  before  any  justice  of  the  peace,  who  may 
deliver  him  to  his  owner. 

It  is  true  it  is  not  proved  that  the  prisoner,  if  he  was 
attempting  to  escape  from  slavery  altogether,  or  only  from 
the  immediate  control  of  his  master,  was  in  either  case  com- 
mitting any  criminal  offence  against  the  law  of  Missouri,  nor 
is  it  shewn  that  the  law  of  that  state  made  it  the  duty  of 
Biggs  to  apprehend  him,  under  the  circumstances  in  which 
he  found  him ; but  Biggs  having,  as  it  appears,  authority  to 
take  him  up  and  carry  him  before  a magistrate,  under  the 
general  law  of  the  state,  it  cannot  be  said  that  he  was  act- 
ing illegally  at  the  time  that  Anderson  rushed  upon  him  and 
repeatedly  stabbed  him  with  a deadly  weapon.  He  was  act- 
ing under  legal  authority  as  much  as  if  he  had  been  armed 
with  process,  the  fact  being  proved,  and  not  denied,  that 
the  statute  law  of  Missouri  applied  to  the  prisoner  under  the 
circumstances  in  which  he  was ; and  unless  Biggs  abused  his 
authority  by  using  a degree  of  violence  uncalled  for  by  the 
circumstances,  the  killing  of  him  was  not  justifiable;  nor 
can  it  be  said,  I think,  that  the  facts  of  the  case  lead  plainly 
to  the  conclusion  that  the  act  of  the  prisoner,  Anderson, 
should  be  held  to  be  nothing  more  than  manslaughter. 
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Upon  his  trial  on  the  charge  of  murder,  if  he  shall  be 
surrendered,  and  if  he  shall  be  tried  for  that  offence,  it  will 
be  for  the  jury  to  dispose  of  the  case  under  the  direction  of 
a judge.  There  may  then  appear  sufficient  reasons  to  war- 
rant the  jury  in  taking  a favourable  view  of  the  case,  and  to 
lead  them  to  think  it  probable  that  the  prisoner  advanced 
towards  the  deceased  and  stabbed  him  under  an  apprehen- 
sion that  it  was  necessary,  not  merely  to  facilitate  his  own 
escape,  but  to  save  his  life,  or  to  avert  threatened  violence 
at  the  moment.  But  the  case,  in  my  judgment,  is  not  one 
in  which  the  justice  at  Brantford  would  have  been  warranted 
in  assuming  the  functions  of  a jury,  and  intercepting  a trial 
for  the  graver  offence. 

We  may  be  told  that  there  is  no  assurance  that  the 
prisoner,  being  a slave,  will  be  tried  fairly  and  without  pre- 
judice in  a foreign  county ; but  no  court  or  magistrate  can 
refuse  to  give  effect  to  an  act  of  parliament  by  acting  on  such 
an  assumption ; nor  can  we  be  influenced  by  the  considera- 
tion, a very  painful  one  in  all  such  cases,  that  the  prisoner^ 
even  if  he  shall  be  wholly  acquitted  of  the  offence  imputed 
to  him,  must  still  remain  a slave  in  a foregin  country. 

Thatwas  a consideration  to  be  entertained  while  the  sub- 
ject of  the  treaty  was  under  discussion,  and  before  it  became 
a law.  It  might  also  have  engaged  attention  in  framing  its 
provisions,  and  we  cannot  think  it  probable  that  it  did  not. 
But  neither  the  treaty  nor  the  statute  makes  allowance  for 
the  circumstance  of  a fugitive  offender  having  been  a slave 
in  the  country  from  which  he  fled.  That  is  not  recognized 
in  the  treaty  as  a reason  against  his  surrender  to  be  tried  for 
murder,  arson,  or  any  other  crime  specified  in  the  statute, 
though  it  could  not  have  escaped  attention  that  the  conse- 
quence of  the  surrender  would  be  the  putting  the  fugitive 
in  the  power  of  his  master  in  case  of  his  acquittal. 

Those  who  are  to  act  judicially  in  carrying  the  statute  into 
effect  must,  so  far  as  the  statute  allows,  carry  out  the  treaty 
faithfully.  They  have  no  right  to  decline  doing  so  on  account 
of  any  distinction  or  consideration  which  neither  the  statute 
nor  the  treaty  has  made  the  ground  of  an  exception;  and  when 
we  say  of  a court  of  justice  that  they  have  not  the  right  to  take 
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a particular  course,  we  say  the  same  thing  in  effect  as  that 
they  have  not  the  power.  In  my  opinion,  therefore,  we  are 
bound  to  remand  the  prisoner. 

If  there  has  been  any  understanding  between  the  govern- 
ment of  the  United  Kingdom  and  the  American  government, 
or  any  instructions  upon  the  subject  of  delivering  up  slaves 
flying  from  one  of  the  United  States  to  Canada,  and  charged 
while  here  with  having  committed  in  the  United  States 
some  one  of  the  crimes  mentioned  in  the  treaty,  it  is  probable 
that  the  Governor  of  the  province  is  aware  of  such  under- 
standing or  instructions ; and  his  power  under  the  statute 
or  the  treaty  to  surrender  a fugitive,  or  to  decline  to  surren- 
der him,  cannot  be  affected  by  any  thing  that  may  be  said 
or  done  by  us  here. 

It  is  equally  clear  that  the  justices  who  had  to  deal  with 
the  case  in  the  first  instance,  or  we,  wTho  are  applied  to  as 
a court  of  law  to  overrule  their  decision,  must  conform  to 
what  the  law  requires,  and  are  not  at  liberty  to  act  upon 
considerations  of  policy,  or  even  of  compassion,  where  a 
duty  is  prescribed.  To  use  the  words  of  a great  judge  in 
dealing  with  a case  in  which  slavery  and  its  consequences 
were  discussed — “We  cannot  in  these  points  direct  the  law; 
the  law  must  rule  us.” 

McLean,  J. — The  prisoner  has  been  brought  before  us 
from  the  gaol  of  the  country  of  Brant,  upon  a habeas  corpus , 
issued  by  order  of  this  court  during  the  present  term ; and 
in  compliance  with  the  injunction  contained  in  the  writ, 
the  sheriff  has  returned  the  warrant  under  which  the 
prisoner  has  been  detained  in  gaol,  for  the  purpose  of  show- 
ing the  day  and  cause  of  his  taking  and  detainer.  The 
evidence  taken  before  the  justices  of  the  peace  by  whom  the 
prisoner  was  committed  to  gaol  has  also  been  brought  be- 
fore us  by  certiorari. 

Upon  this  return  and  evidence  we  have  now  to  enquire 
whether  the  prisoner  has  been  legally  committed,  and 
whether  he  is  legally  detained  in  custody. 

The  information  and  complaint,  as  it  is  called,  appears  to 
have  been  made  by  one  James  A.  Gunning,  of  the  city  of 
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Detroit,  so  far  back  as  the  18th  day  of  April  last,  before 
William  Mathews,  Esq.,  a justice  of  the  peace  for  the  county 
of  Brant,  and  sets  forth  that  one  John  Anderson  did,  on  the 
28th  day  of  September,  1858,  wilfully,  deliberately,  and 
maliciously  murder  one  Seneca  T.  P.  Diggs,  in  the  county  of 
Howard,  in  the  state  of  Missouri,  one  of  the  United  States 
of  America ; all  of  which  this  deponent  doth  verily  believe . 
Whether  any  warrant  was  issued  on  this  complaint,  or  if  a 
warrant  was  issued,  when  or  where  it  was  executed  does  not 
appear.  The  magistrate,  in  the  absence  of  any  more  posi- 
tive information  than  mere  belief  of  such  a crime  having  been 
committed,  might  well  have  hesitated  before  issuing  a warrant 
to  apprehend  the  prisoner,  and  without  being  chargeable 
with  any  dereliction  of  duty  might  have  called  for  some 
proof  of  a murder  having  been  committed,  and  of  the  iden- 
tity of  the  party  accused  as  the  murderer.  No  other  inform- 
mation  or  complaint  is  given  as  the  foundation  for  issuing 
the  warrant,  and  I must  therefore  assume  that  it  was  issued 
on  that  complaint  alone. 

The  1st  section  of  chapter  89  of  the  Consolidated  Statues 
of  Canada,  respecting  the  treaty  between  Her  Majesty  and 
the  United  States  of  America,  for  the  apprehension  and  sur- 
render of  certain  offenders,  provides  that  upon  complaint 
made  under  oath  or  affirmation,  charging  any  person  found 
within  the  limits  of  this  Province  with  having  committed, 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States  of  America,  or 
of  any  of  such  states,  any  of  the  crimes  enumerated  or  pro- 
vided for  in  the  treaty — namely,  murder,  or  assault  with 
intent  to  commit  murder,  or  piracy,  or  arson,  or  robbery,  or 
forgery,  or  the  utterance  of  forged  paper — any  of  the  judges 
of  any  of  her  Majesty’s  superior  courts  in  this  province,  or 
any  of  Her  Majesty’s  justices  of  the  peace  in  the  same,  may 
issue  his  warrant  for  the  apprehension  of  the  person  so 
charged,  that  he  may  be  brought  before  such  judge  or  justice 
of  the  peace,  to  the  end  that  the  evidence  of  criminality  may 
be  heard  and  considered. 

Whether  the  affidavit  of  Gunning,  that  he  believed  the 
crime  of  murder  had  been  committed  by  one  John  Anderson, 
was  sufficient  or  not,  it  is  clear  that  the  justice  of  the  peace 
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thought  it  so,  and  acted  upon  it ; for  during  the  whole  ex- 
amination in  reference  to  the  charge  he  professes  to  proceed 
upon  it  as  a charge  made  by  J.  'A.  Gunning,  though  in  the 
warrant  of  commitment  the  prisoner  is  stated  to  be  charged 
on  the  oath  of  William  C.  Baker,  of  Howard  county,  Mis- 
souri, and  others,  the  name  of  Gunning  nowhere  appearing 
during  the  whole  investigation,  except  as  swearing  to  his 
belief  in  the  original  affidavit.  If  the  prisoner  had  been 
brought  up  on  habeas  corpus  while  in  custody  on  a warrant 
issued  on  that  affidavit  alone,  I incline  to  think  that  he  would 
be  entitled  to  his  discharge,  from  the  want  of  such  a charge 
as  is  contemplated  by  the  statute  to  justify  the  issuing  of  any 
warrant ; but  being  in  custody,  and  further  proceedings 
having  taken  place,  and  the  evidence  of  criminality  being- 
heard  and  considered  by  the  justice  of  the  peace,  and  the 
prisoner  in  consequence  committed  to  gaol  until  delivered 
by  due  course  of  law,  the  question  is  whether  he  is  now 
detained  in  legal  custody. 

The  clause  of  the  statute  to  which  I have  referred  provides 
that  if,  on  the  hearing  of  the  evidence  of  criminality  by  the 
justice  of  the  peace,  it  is  deemed  sufficient  by  him  to  sustain 
the  charge  according  to  the  laws  of  this  province,  if  the  offence 
alleged  had  been  committed  herein,  he  shall  certify  the  same, 
together  with  a copy  of  all  the  testimony  taken  pefore  him,, 
to  the  Governor,  that  a warrant  may  issue,  upon  the  requisi- 
tion of  the  proper  authorities  of  the  United  States,  or  of  any  of 
such  states,  for  the  surrender  of  such  person  according  to  the 
stipulation  of  the  treaty  ; and  the  justice  of  the  peace  shall 
issue  his  warrant  for  the  commitment  of  the  person  so  charg- 
ed to  the  proper  gaol,  there  to  remain  until  such  surrender  be 
made,  or  until  such  person  be  discharged  according  to  law.. 

The  commitment  under  which  the  prisoner  is  in  custody 
is  certainly  not  in  conformity  with  the  statutes,  either  in 
form  or  substance.  There  is  nothing  on  the  face  of  it  to  in- 
dicate that  any  evidence  has  been  examined  by  the  justices 
who  signed  it  touching  a complaint  against  the  accused  for 
an  alleged  murder  in  the  state  of  Missouri ; nothing  to  shew 
that  the  justices,  having  heard  and  considered  evidence  of 
criminality  on  a charge  for  such  an  offence  against  the. 
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prisoner,  have  considered  the  same  sufficient  to  sustain  the 
charge  according  to  the  laws  of  this  province  if  the  offence 
alleged  had  been  committed  therein  ; nothing  on  the  face  of 
it,  except  a recital  that  the  prisoner  had  been  on  that  day 
charged,  apparently  for  the  first  time,  on  the  oath  of  William 
C.  Baker,  of  Howard  county,  in  the  state  of  Missouri,  and 
others,  for  that  he  did,  in  that  county  and  state,  on  the  28th 
of  September,  1858,  (exactly  seven  years  before  the  date  of 
the  commitment,)  wilfully,  maliciously,  and  feloniously  stab 
and  kill  one  Seneca  T.  P.  Higgs,  of  the  same  county.  For 
this  alleged  offence  all  or  any  of  the  constables  of  the  county 
of  Brant  are  commanded  to  take  John  Anderson,  and  safely 
to  convey  him  to  the  common  gaol  at  Brantford,  and  there 
to  deliver  him  to  the  keeper  thereof ; and  then  the  keeper 
of  the  common  goal  is  commanded  to  receive  John  Anderson 
into  his  custody  in  the  said  common  goal,  and  there  safely 
keep  him  until  he  shall  be  delivered  by  due  course  of  law\ 
The  commitment  is  nothing  more  or  less  than  an  ordinary 
commitment  to  the  common  goal  at  Brantford  for  trial  for  an 
offence  alleged  to  have  been  committed  in  the  state  of  Mis- 
souri, one  of  the  United  States  of  America.  Now,  what  is 
the  due  course  of  law  by  which  the  accused  is  to  be  delivered 
in  such  a case  ? There  is  no  course  of  law  in  this  province 
which  can  take  cognizance  of  such  a case,  none  by  which 
he  can  be  delivered  from  the  goal,  except  that  which  has  now 
been  adopted.  There  is  nothing  before  us  to  shew  that  the 
justices  of  the  peace  who  have  examined  the  evidence,  or 
rather  the  justice  of  the  peace  who  certifies  the  evidence  as 
having  been  taken  before  him,  has  come  to  any  determina- 
tion that  it  is  sufficient  to  sustain  the  charge  according  to  the 
laws  of  this  province,  if  the  alleged  offence  had  been  com- 
mitted therein,  or  that  he  has  certified  his  decision  on  the 
evidence,  together  with  a copy  of  all  such  evidence  to  the 
Governor,  {a)  It  is  not  unreasonable  to  assume  the  contrary, 
or  at  all  events  that  he  has  arrived  at  no  decision,  from  the 
fact  that  the  prisoner  has  not  been  committed  to  goal  by  him 
there  to  remain  until  a surrender  is  made  upon  the  requisi- 
tion of  the  proper  authorities,  as  required  by  the  statute,  or 
(a)  But  see  note  to  page  133. 

12  U.  C.  Q.  B.  20. 
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until  discharged  according  to  law.  By  this  commitment  the 
prisoner  is  not  in  custody  awaiting  a surrender  under  the 
treaty  with  the  United  States,  but  is  in  goal  awaiting  a dis- 
charge according  to  law.  If  the  object  and  intent  of  the 
commitment  were  plain  upon  the  face  of  it,  so  that  we  could 
take  judicial  notice  of  it,  this  court  might  remedy  any  mere 
technical  defects  and  correct  any  want  of  form.  The  case 
of  the  King  v.  Marks  and  others,  (8  East  157,)  and  the  form 
there  given,  shew  that  this  may  be  done  in  ordinary  cases ; 
but  as  the  commitment  in  this  case  must  depend  upon  the 
view  which  the  justice  of  the  peace  may  have  taken  as  to  the 
sufficiency  of  the  evidence  to  sustain  the  charge  according  to 
the  laws  of  this  province,  and  we  have  no  means  of  knowing 
what  that  view  is,  we  cannot,  as  it  appears  to  me,  take  it  upon 
ourselves  to  make  an  amendment  in  the  commitment,  which 
would  only  be  correct  in  one  state  of  circumstances. 

The  same  objection  exists  to  the  sending  back  of  the  com- 
mitment to  the  magistrate, with  directions  for  him  to  make  the 
necessary  amendments  to  remove  the  legal  objections.  "We 
have  no  right,  as  it  appers  to  me,  to  assume  that  there  is  any 
thing  that  requires  amendment  in  the  commitment,  inasmuch 
as  it  depends  upon  the  view  the  justice  of  the  peace  may  have 
taken  of  the  evidence,  and  the  certificate  or  return  which  he 
may  have  made, if  he  had  made  any , to  the  governor,  (a} whether 
an  amendment  may  or  may  not  be  necessary  under  the  statue. 

Then  as  to  the  designation  of  the  offence  with  which  it  is 
alleged  the  prisoner  was  charged  on  the  28th  of  September 
last.  It  is  stated  that  he  was  on  that  day  charged,  on  the 
oath  of  William  C.  Baker  and  others,  without  stating  who 
those  others  were,  for  that  he  did,  in  Howard  county,  in  the 
state  of  Missouri,  on  the  28th  day  of  September,  1858,  wil- 
fully, maliciously,  and  feloniously  stab  and  kill  one  Seneca 
T.  P.  Biggs.  That  is  the  offence  alleged  to  be  charged  by 
Wm.  C.  Baker  and  others  to  have  been  committed  by  Ander- 
son, and  the  charge  is  stated  to  have  been  made  on  a particular 
day,  long  subsequent  to  the  information  and  complaint  said 
to  have  been  made  by  J.  A.  Gunning,  so  that  the  latter 
appears  to  have  been  abandoned,  and  all  proceedings  under 
it,  if  any  were  adopted,  up  to  the  27th  of  September  last. 


(a)  But  see  note  to  page  133. 
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There  is  no  charge  of  murder  in  the  offence  alleged  against 
Anderson  by  Wm.  C.  Baker,  and  we  cannot  assume  that  it  was 
intended  to  prefer  a charge  of  murder,  for  in  truth  the  depo- 
sition made  by  Baker  before  the  justice  of  the  peace,  which 
is  returned  with  the  evidence,  contains  no  charge  whatever 
against  the  prisoner.  He  expressly  says  in  his  deposition 
that  he  did  not  see  the  wound  made  of  which  Biggs  is  said  to 
have  died,  and  that  he  came  to  this  province  employed  and 
paid  by  the  county  of  Howard  for  the  purpose  of  identifying 
the  prisoner,  He  does  not  pretend  to  give  any  statement  of 
his  own,  or  to  make  any  charge  against  the  prisoner.  All 
he  does  say  as  to  the  cause  of  the  death  of  Biggs  he  says 
Biggs  told  him,  so  that  in  truth  the  greater  portion  of  what 
his  deposition  contains  is  a detailed  statement  of  his  several 
conversations  with  Biggs.  He  says  he  saw  Biggs  twice  after 
he  was  wounded,  the  last  time  four  days  before  his  death : 
that  he  lived  fourteen  days  after  being  wounded,  and  the  first 
time  he  saw  him  that  he  told  him  certain  things,  of  which  a 
detailed  account  is  given : that  Biggs  appeared  to  be  suffer- 
ing very  much,  and  the  doctor  said  he  would  die  from  the 
wound.  There  is  nothing,  however,  in  the  whole  statement, 
as  given  by  Baker,  to  show  that  Biggs  related  the  circum- 
stances under  the  conviction  that  his  wound  would  certainly 
prove  fatal.  It  does  not  appear  at  what  period  of  Biggs’ 
illness  the  statement  was  made  by  him.  It  was  at  Baker’s 
first  interview  with  him,  when,  as  Baker  says  in  his  depo- 
sition, Biggs  understood  what  he  was  talking  about.  The 
statement,  in  the  absence  of  any  proof  that  it  was  made  by 
Biggs  in  the  full  belief  that  his  life  was  drawing  speedily  to 
a close,  ought  not  to  have  been  received,  and  cannot  be  con- 
sidered as  legal  evidence,  so  that,  without  the  necessary 
requisite  to  confer  that  character  on  the  hearsay  statements 
of  Baker,  they  cannot  possibly  form  the  foundation  of  a 
criminal  charge  against  the  prisoner.  In  fact,  then,  there 
is  no  charge  on  the  oath  of  William  C.  Baker,  such  as  is 
stated  in  the  commitment  against  the  prisoner. 

Then  there  is  the  testimony  of  Benjamin  F.  Biggs,  son  of 
Seneca  T.  P.  Biggs,  who  was  with  his  father  at  the  time  lie 
was  stabbed, ^and  who  at  that  time  was  a little  better  than 
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eight  years  of  age.  He  gives  an  account  of  a colored  man 
being  pursued  by  his  father  and  four  negro  men  and  boys, 
his  slaves,  for  the  purpose,  as  he  supposes,  of  capturing  him 
and  returning  him  to  a state  of  slavery  with  his  former 
master.  He  states  that  his  father  was  in  pursuit  of  the 
coloured  man,  about  a mile  from  his  own  house,  when  he  was 
stabbed ; and  that  he  had  got  over  a fence,  and  had  proceeded 
five  or  six  yards,  the  witness  being  then  on  the  fence,  when 
he  and  the  coloured  man  met ; that  there  was  no  one  with 
them  but  himself;  that  his  father  was  first  stabbed  in  the 
breast,  and  after  that  turned  to  run  away;  that  his  foot 
caught  or  hung  in  some  vines,  and  he  fell,  and  the  man 
then  stabbed  him  in  the  back  and  ran  away ; that  his  father 
got  up  after  receiving  the  last  wound,  and  walked  fifteen  or 
twenty  yards,  when  he  again  fell;  that  he  remained  where 
he  last  fell  about  an  hour,  nobody  being  with  him  but  the 
witness,  the  other  parties  being  still  running  after  the  nig- 
ger, as  the  coloured  man  is  called ; that  after  this  some  one 
was  heard  hallooing,  and  being  answered  by  witness,  by 
desire  of  his  father,  Hr.  Crewse  and  one  of  Higgs’  slaves 
came  to  where  they  were.  He  then  describes  how  his  father 
was  taken  to  the  house  of  Hr.  Crewse,  about  half  a mile 
from  where  the  wound  was  inflicted,  where  he  remained  till 
he  died.  This  witness  says  very  candidly  that  he  had  nev(  r 
seen  the  coloured  man  who  stabbed  his  father  before  that; 
time;  that  the  prisoner  was  about  the  colour  and  size  of  the 
man,  but  he  would  not  swear  he  is  the  man.  On  his  cross- 
examination  he  admitted  that  the  negroes  ran  in  a circle ; 
that  his  father  and  he  went  across,  and  that  his  father  had 
just  got  over  the  fence  when  he  and  the  negro  met:  that  his 
father  had  a little  stick  in  his  hand,  but  struck  the  negro 
with  it,  but  not,  as  he  alleged,  till  the  negro  ran  at  him 
with  an  open  knife;  that  the  stick  caught  in  some  bushes 
and  broke,  and  the  negro  then  stabbed  his  father ; that  one 
of  his  father’s  coloured  boys  was  about  twenty  yards  off 
when  his  father  was  stabbed. 

The  statement  of  this  boy  contains  in  itself  no  charge 
against  the  prisoner,  for  he  is  unable  to  say  that  the  prison- 
er is  the  man  by  whom  his  father  was  stabbed;  but  it  was 
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taken  no  doubt  to  support  a charge  previously  made,  as  was 
also  the  testimony  of  his  brother,  Thomas  D.  Diggs,  as  to  the 
dying  declarations  of  his  father.  So  far  as  the  statement  is 
confined  to  these  declarations  relative  to  the  cause  of  death, 
and  the  circumstances  connected  with  it,  it  forms  admissible 
evidence  even  upon  a trial  for  murder,  and  could  not  be  ex- 
cluded in  such  an  investigation  as  that  conducted  by  the 
justice  of  the  peace  in  reference  to  the  case  of  the  prisoner. 
Unfortunately,  however,  the  dying  declarations  of  the  father 
are  so  mixed  up  with  individual  statements  of  the  son,  that 
it  is  sometimes  difficult  to  distinguish  the  one  from  the  other. 
This  witness  was  not  at  home  when  his  father  received  his 
wound,  and  consequently  could  personally  give  no  testimony 
as  to  what  preceded  it,  except  from  hearsay.  He  professes 
to  give  his  father’s  declaration  to  him  a few  days  before  his 
death,  when  he  was  aware  that  he  would  die,  and  then  at  the 
close  of  it  adds  some  comments  of  his  own  as  to  the  lightness 
of  paw-paw  wood,  and  the  size  to  which  it  grows,  though  in 
his  father’s  statement  there  is  nothing  to  shew  that  the  stick 
with  which  he  struck  at  the  negro  in  defending  himself  was 
of  that  description  of  wood.  He  also  makes  statements  as  to 
the  comparative  weight  and  strength  of  his  father  and  the 
negro  by  whom  his  father  was  stabbed,  and  the  object  of  his 
father  in  pursuing  the  negro,  and  his  desire  to  catch  him  and 
return  him  to  slavery ; but  these  statements  may  have  been 
elicited  in  answer  to  questions  put  to  the  witness,  and  are 
only  objectionable  so  far  as  they  are  mixed  up  with  the  evi- 
dence of  the  dying  declarations  of  his  father. 

As  to  such  declarations  “made  in  extremity,  when  the 
party  is  at  the  point  of  death,  and  when  every  hope  of  this 
world  is  gone,”  (a)  though  they  are  admissible  from  necessity 
in  cases  of  homicide,  they  are  not  free  from  objections.  For 
there  is,  first,  the  danger  of  perjury  in  fabricating  declara- 
tions, the  truth  or  falsehood  of  which  it  is  impossible  to  as- 
certain— secondly,  the  danger  of  letting  in  incomplete  state- 
ments, which,  though  true  as  far  as  they  go,  do  not  constitute 
the  whole  truth — and,  thirdly,  the  experienced  fact,  that  im- 
plicit reliance  cannot  in  all  cases  be  placed  on  the  declarations 


(a)  See  Rex  v.  Woodcock,  1 Lea.  Cr.  C.  502. 
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of  a dying  person;  for  his  body  may  have  survived  the  powers 
of  his  mind ; or  his  recollection,  if  his  senses  are  not  impaired 
by  pain  or  otherwise,  may  not  be  perfect;  or.  for  the  sake  of 
ease,  and  to  be  rid  of  the  importunity  of  those  around  him, 
he  may  say  or  seem  to  say  whatever  they  may  suggest. 

In  the  evidence  of  the  declarations  of  Diggs  in  extremis , 
the  conversation  alleged  to  have  taken  place  between  him 
and  the  negro  previous  to  the  latter  attempting  to  escape  is 
given,  and  it  is  there  stated  that  the  negro,  in  reply  to  ques- 
tions put  to  him,  acknowledged  that  he  belonged  to  a man  of 
the  name  of  McDonald,  but  did  not  want  to  live  on  the  other 
side  of  the  river,  and  that  Samuel  Brown  had  his  wife. 
The  testimony  of  Wm.  C.  Baker  establishes  that  the  prisoner 
was  regarded  as  the  property  of  one  McDonald,  and  that 
one  Samuel  Brown,  residing  in  the  vicinity  of  his  former 
residence,  had  his  wife  as  a slave.  These  statements  would 
seem  to  identify  the  prisoner  as  the  person  who  was  pursued 
by  and  ultimately  stabbed  and  caused  the  death  of  Diggs ; 
but  any  other  negro  endeavouring  to  make  his  escape,  and 
determined  to  effect  it,  knowing  the  position  of  the  prisoner, 
might  make  the  same  statement  with  a view  to  mislead  as 
to  his  identity  in  the  event  of  pursuit ; so  that  too  much 
confidence  ought  not  to  be  placed  in  the  alleged  conversa- 
tion of  Diggs  with  his  son,  as  establishing  conclusively  the 
identity  of  the  prisoner  as  the  person  who  stabbed  Diggs. 

But  that  point  would  be  established  beyond  question,  if  an 
affidavit  taken  in  Missouri,  by  a slave  of  Mrs.  Diggs,  of  the 
name  of  Phil,  could  legally  be  received  in  evidence.  After 
stating  various  circumstances  connected  with  the  attempt  to 
capture  the  prisoner,  he  states  that  the  negro  who  killed  his 
master  was  named  Jack : that  he  once  belonged  to  Moses 
Burton  of  Howard  county,  and  had  a wife  at  Samuel 
Brown’s;  and  that  he  had  seen  him  and  known  him  before 
the  day  he  killed  his  master.  I do  not  feel  at  liberty  to  reject 
that  deposition,  if  otherwise  legally  receivable  in  evidence, 
because  the  individual  who  made  it  is  a slave,  and  in  the 
state  in  which  it  was  taken  is  regarded  as  a mere  chattel, 
and  incapable  of  giving  evidence  generally ; but  if  not 
legal  evidence  in  this  province,  apart  from  any  considera- 
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tion  of  that  kind,  I cannot,  in  this  examination  of  the  proceed- 
ings  of  the  justice  of  the  peace,  consent  to  consider  it  as  legal 
because  it  seems  to  have  been  received  without  objection 
there.  The  second  section  of  chapter  89  of  the  Consolidated 
Statues,  enacts  that  “ in  every  case  of  complaint  as  aforesaid , 
and  of  a hearing  upon  the  return  of  the  warrant  of  arrest, 
copies  of  the  depositions  upon  which  an  original  warrant  in 
any  of  the  saidUnited  Statesmayhave  been  granted,  certified 
under  the  hand  of  the  person  or  persons  issuing  such  war- 
rant, or  under  the  hand  of  the  officer  or  person  having  the 
legal  custody  thereof,  and  attested  upon  the  oath  of  the  party 
producing  them  to  be  true  copies  of  the  original  depositions, 
may  he  received  in  evidence  of  the  criminality  of  the  person 
so  apprehended.”  The  affidavit  or  deposition  in  question 
does  not  come  within  that  section.  It  does  not  profess  to  be 
a copy  of  any  original  deposition  used  for  the  purpose  of 
obtaining  a warrant.  Indeed  it  does  not  appear  that  any 
attempt  was  ever  made  in  Missouri  to  procure  a warrant  ; 
but  why  should'  there  be  such  an  attempt  when  every  white 
man  is  at  liberty  to  arrest  any  coloured  man  whom  he  sus- 
pects to  be  a runaway  slave  ? That  deposition,  then,  taken 
in  Missouri,  and  unsupported  even  by  any  testimony  that  it 
was  ever  sworn  to,  was  improperly  admitted  before  the  jus- 
tice of  the  peace,  and  though  received  by  consent  of  counsel 
I think  must  be  rejected,  as  the  case  of  the  prisoner,  as  it 
now  stands  before  us,  can  only  be  decided  on  the  considera- 
tion of  such  evidence  as  is  strictly  legal. 

Looking,  then,  at  all  the  testimony  taken  before  the  jus- 
tice of  the  peace,  and  rejecting  such  portion  as  is  only  hearsay 
and  inadmissible,  there  is  not  a witness  who  connects  the 
prisoner  with  the  stabbing  of  Diggs,  unless  it  be  Thomas  L. 
Diggs  in  his  statement  of  the  death-bed  declarations  of  his 
father  to  him  ; and  these  only  shew7  that  the  negro  by  whom 
Diggs,  was  stabbed  made  certain  declarations  as  to  himself 
and  his  identity,  which  w^ould  be  true  if  made  by  the  pri- 
soner ; but  rejecting  the  deposition  of  the  slave  Phil,  there 
is  no  testimony  which  establishes  satisfactorily  that  the 
prisoner  is  the  person  who  caused  the  death  of  Diggs. 

On  the  grounds,  therefore,  that  the  prisoner  was  arrested 
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in  the  first  instance  on  an  insufficient  complaint,  and  that  he 
is  now  detained  in  custody  on  a warrant  of  commitment  until 
discharged  by  due  course  of  law  for  an  offence  committed  in 
a foreign  country ; and  on  the  further  grounds,  that  the 
offence  stated  in  the  warrant  of  commitment  is  not  one  for 
which  the  prisoner  is  liable  to  be  detained  under  the  pro- 
vincial act  for  carrying  out  the  treaty  with  the  United 
States  for  the  surrender  of  certain  fugitive  criminals  ; and 
that  the  evidence,  as  given  before  the  justice  of  the  peace, 
is  of  too  vague  a character  to  establish  the  offence  of  murder 
against  the  prisoner  according  to  the  laws  of  this  province, 

I am  of  opinion  that  the  prisoner  is  now  entitled  to  be  dis- 
charged from  custody. 

In  coming  to  this  conclusion  I have  been  guided  solely  by 
a consideration  of  what  has  been  returned  to  us  as  the  evi- 
dence taken  before  the  justice  of  the  peace,  and  have  not 
adverted  to  the  important  question  whether,  if  the  testimony 
were  clear  that  the  prisoner,  a slave  in  the  state  of  Missouri, 
4n  making  his  escape  from  bondage  in  that  state  killed  a 
person,  who,  with  a number  of  slaves  under  his  orders,  en- 
deavoured to  seize  him  in  order  to  return  him  to  slavery,  he 
can  be  considered  guilty  of  murder. 

In  considering  that  question,  it  is  not  what  would  be  suffi- 
cient according  to  the  laws  of  Missouri  to  sustain  the  charge 
of  murder,  but  wdiether  the  evidence  adduced  before  the  jus- 
tice of  the  peace  in  this  case  is  sufficient  to  sustain  such 
charge  according  to  the  laws  of  this  province,  if  the  offence 
alleged,  of  murder,  had  been  committed  therein  : or,  in  other 
words,  if  Diggs  had  been  killed  in  this  province,  would  the 
evidence  adduced  before  the  magistrate  be  sufficient,  accord- 
ing to  the  law's  of  this  province,  to  sustain  the  charge  of 
murder  against  the  prisoner,  Anderson. 

It  is  impossible  that  a similar  ease  can  occur  in  this  pro- 
vince, because,  happily,  it  is  our  proud  boast  that  we  are  all 
free,  and  that  in  respect  of  civil  rights  are  all  not  merely 
nominally  but  in  reality  placed  by  the  law  of  the  land  on  an 
equality.  It  is  difficult  even  to  imagine  a parallel  case,  for 
the  law  is  so  tender,  and  guards  so  carefully  against  the  in- 
fringement of  personal  liberty,  that  an  action  is  given  for 
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the  slightest  violation  of  it,  and  any  person  is  at  liberty  to 
defend  himself  at  any  hazard  against  any  attempt  to  re- 
duce him  to  a state  of  bondage.  The  difficulty  of  imagin- 
ing a parallel  case  suggests  the  idea  that  it  will  be  better 
to  take  the  case  of  the  prisoner  as  it  has  been  attempted 
to  be  established  by  evidence,  and  apply  to  such  evidence 
the  rules  of  law  by  which  we  must  be  bound  if  such  a case 
occurred  in  this  province. 

The  facts,  then,  to  which  the  evidence  applies,  are,  that 
Diggs  was  a farmer  residing  on  land  of  his  own,  in  Howard 
county,  in  the  state  of  Missouri;  that  the  prisoner  was  a 
slave,  bound,  himself  and  his  children,  to  perpetual  servi- 
tude to  any  person  to  whom  they  might  be  transferred,  and 
in  1858  a slave  of  one  McDonald,  living  in  Saline  county, 
in  the  state  of  Missouri : that  he  had  been  transferred  to 
McDonald  by  his  former  master,  one  Moses  Burton,  and 
compelled  to  remove  from  the  immediate  vicinity  of  his 
wife  and  child  to  a distance  of  80  or  82  miles,  where  his 
new  master  resided  : that  he  left  McDonald’s,  and  was  seen 
at  Samuel  Brown’s,  where  his  wife  was  a slave,  in  Septem- 
ber, 1858  ; and  that  he  was  chased  there  by  several  per- 
sons, for  the  purpose  of  returning  him  again  to  McDonald 
as  a slave,  but  succeeded  at  that  time  in  making  his  escape 
from  them:  that  soon  after,  while  still  engaged  in  trying 
to  make  his  escape  from  the  man  who  claimed  him  as  his 
property,  he  was  passing  over  Diggs’  farm,  when  he  was 
accosted  by  Diggs,  and  asked  whether  he  had  a pass,  and 
was  told  that  without  a pass  he  would  not  be  allowed  to 
proceed : that  the  prisoner  attempted  to  escape  by  running 
away,  and  was  pursued  by  Diggs  and  four  slaves  under  his 
orders  : that  Diggs  encouraged  his  slaves  in  the  pursuit  by 
offering  to  them  the  premium  of  five  dollars,  to  which, 
under  the  law  of  the  state  he  would  be  entitled  for  the  arrest  of 
a slave  attempting  to  become  free  by  escaping  from  his 
master  ; that,  after  pursuing  the  prisoner  upwards  of  a mile 
from  his  own  house,  Diggs,  with  a stick  in  his  hand,  in  order 
to  intercept  the  prisoner,  crossed  a fence  and  approached 
him,  and  that,  on  their  meeting,  Diggs  struck  at  the  pri- 
soner with  his  stick,  as  it  is  alleged,  in  self-defence,  and 
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the  prisoner,  with  a knife  which  he  had  in  his  hand,  in- 
flicted a wound  or  wounds  which  caused  the  death  of  Diggs. 

The  law  of  England,  or  rather  of  the  British  Empire,  not 
only  does  not  recognize  slavery  within  the  dominions  of  the 
Crown,  but  imposes  upon  any  British  subject  who  shall 
have  become  the  owner  of  slaves  in  a foreign  state  the 
severest  penalties,  and  declares  that  all  persons  engaged 
in  carrying  on  the  slave  trade,  when  captured  at  sea,  shall 
be  liable  to  be  treated  as  pirates.  In  all  the  British  pos- 
sessions the  institution  of  slavery,  which  at  one  time  pre- 
vailed to  a certain  extent,  was  abolished  at  the  enormous 
expense  of  twenty  millions  of  pounds  sterling  in  remunerat- 
ing the  holders  of  slaves.  An  immense  amount  has  since 
been  expended  in  efforts  to  suppress  the  African  slave  trade, 
and  by  every  possible  means  the  British  government  has 
put  down  and  discountenanced  the  traffic  in  human  beings. 

Even  when  slavery  was  tolerated  in  some  of  the  British 
possessions,  no  person  could  be  brought  into  England  without 
becoming  free  the  moment  he  touched  the  soil ; and  though 
other  nations  have  not  chosen  to  follow  the  noble  example 
of  the  British  nation,  and  some  are  even  yet  embarking  in 
nefarious  and  unchristian  attempts  to  import  human  beings 
from  the  coast  of  Africa  to  be  held  in  perpetual  bondage,  for 
the  purpose  of  this  world’s  gain,  even  at  the  risk  of  being 
regarded  as  pirates,  happily  the  traffic  has  become  too  uncer- 
tain and  too  hazardous  to  be  carried  on  to  so  great  an  extent 
as  formerly  prevailed.  In  the  adjoining  republic  the  evils 
and  the  curse  of  slavery  are  every  day  becoming  more  mani- 
fest, and  even  now  threatens  to  lead  to  a dissolution  of  the 
federal,  compact  of  the  United  States, under  which  the  several 
states  have  enjoyed  an  unexampled  degree  of  prosperity. 
The  evil  is  not  less  revolting  in  a social  point  of  view,  for 
though  the  laws  of  some  of  the  states  of  the  Union  may  tol- 
erate the  dealing  in  human  beings  as  if  they  were  sheep  or 
oxen,  the  best  feelings  of  our  nature  must  shudder  at  the 
thought  of  the  severance  of  those  endearing  relations  which 
usually  form  the  solace  and  happiness  of  mankind.  A father 
and  mother,  husband  and  wife,  are  liable,  at  the  caprice  of  a 
master,  or  perhaps  from  his  necessities,  to  be  separated  from 
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each  other  and  from  their  children ; and  they  are  bound  to 
submit,  or  if  they  attempt  to  escape  from  bondage,  and  to 
consult  their  own  happiness  in  preference  to  the  gain  of 
their  masters,  are  liable  to  be  hunted  by  any  white  or  black 
man  who  chooses  to  engage  in  the  pursuit,  and  when 
captured  are  liable  to  severe  punishment  and  increased 
severity  from  their  task-masters. 

The  prisoner,  Anderson,  as  appears  by  the  statement  of 
Baker,  who  came  to  this  province  to  identify  him,  has  felt 
the  horrors  of  such  treatment.  He  was  brought  up  to  man- 
hood by  one  Moses  Burton,  and  married  a slave  on  a neigh- 
bouring property,  by  whom  he  had  one  child.  His  master, 
for  his  own  purposes,  disregrading  the  relationship  which  had 
been  formed,  sold  and  transferred  him  to  a person  at  a 
distance,  to  whose  will  he  was  forced  to  submit.  The  laws 
of  Missouri,  enacted  by  their  white  oppressors,  while  they 
perpetuate  slavery,  confer  no  rights  on  the  slaves,  unless  it 
be  the  bare  protection  of  their  lives.  Can  it,  then,  be  a 
matter  of  surprise  that  the  prisoner  should  endeavour  to 
escape  from  so  degrading  a position  ; or,  rather,  would  it  not 
be  a cause  of  surprise  if  the  attempt  were  not  made  ? Biggs, 
though  he  could  have  no  other  interest  in  it  than  that  which 
binds  shareholders  for  their  common  interest  to  prevent  the 
escape  of  their  slaves,  interfered  to  prevent  the  prisoner 
getting  beyond  the  bounds  of  his  bondage ; and  with  his 
slaves  pursued  and  hunted  him,  with  a spirit  and  determina- 
tion which  might  well  drive  him  to  desperation ; and  when 
at  length  the  prisoner  appeared  within  reach  of  capture,  he, 
with  a stick  in  his  hand,  crossed  over  a fence  and  advanced 
to  intercept  and  seize  him.  The  prisoner  was  anxious  to 
escape,  and  in  order  to  do  so  made  every  effort  to  avoid  his 
pursuers.  Biggs,  as  their  leader,  on  the  contrary,  was  most 
anxious  to  overtake  and  come  in  contact  with  the  prisoner 
for  the  unholy  purpose  of  riveting  his  chains  more  securely. 
Could  it  be  expected  from  any  man  indulging  in  the  desire 
to  be  free,  which  nature  has  implanted  in  his  breast,  that  he 
should  quietly  submit  to  be  returned  to  bondage  and  to 
stripes,  if  by  any  effort  of  his  strength,  or  any  means  within 
his  reach,  he  could  emancipate  himself?  Such  an  expect  a- 
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tion,  it  appears  to  me,  would  be  most  unreasonable,  and  I 
must  say  that,  in  my  judgment,  the  prisoner  was  justified 
in  using  any  necessary  degree  of  force  to  prevent  what  to 
him  must  inevitably  have  proved  a most  fearful  evil. 

He  was  committing  no  crime  in  endeavouring  to  escape 
and  to  better  his  own  condition ; and  the  fact  of  his  being  a 
slave  cannot,  in  my  humble  judgment,  make  that  a crime 
which  would  not  be  so  if  he  were  a white  man.  If  in  this 
country  any  number  of  persons  were  to  pursue  a coloured 
man  with  an  avowed  determination  to  return  him  into 
slavery,  it  cannot,  I think,  be  doubted  that  the  man  pursued 
would  be  justified  in  using,  in  the  same  circumstances  as  the 
prisoner,  the  same  means  of  relieving  himself  from  so  dread- 
ful a result.  Can,  then,  or  must,  the  law  of  slavery  in  Mis- 
souri be  recognized  by  us  to  such  an  extent  as  to  make  it 
murder  in  Missouri,  while  it  is  justifiable  in  this  province 
to  do  precisely  the  same  act  ? I confess  that  I feel  it  too 
repugnant  to  every  sense  of  religion  and  every  feeling  of 
justice  to  recognize  a rule,  designated  as  a law,  passed  by 
the  strong  for  enslaving  and  tyrannizing  over  the  weak — a 
law  which  would  not  be  tolerated  for  a moment,  if  those  who 
are  reduced  to  the  condition  of  slaves,  and  deprived  of  all 
human  rights,  were  possessed  of  white  instead  of  biack  or 
dark  complexions. 

The  Declaration  of  Independence  of  the  present  United 
States  proclaimed  to  the  world  that  all  men  are  born  equal 
and  possessed  of  certain  inalienable  rights,  amongst  which 
are  life,  liberty,  and  the  pursuit  of  happiness ; but  the  first  of 
these  is  the  only  one  accorded  to  the  unfortunate  slaves ; the 
others  of  these  inalienable  rights  are  denied,  because  the 
white  population  have  found  themselves  strong  enough  to 
deprive  the  blacks  of  them.  A love  of  liberty  is  inherent  in 
the  human  breast,  whatever  may  be  the  complexion  of  the 
skin.  “Its  taste  is  grateful,  and  ever  will  be  so,  till  nature 
herself  shall  change  and,  in  administering  the  laws  of  a 
British  province,  I can  never  feel  bound  to  recognize  as  law 
any  enactment  which  can  convert  into  chattels  a very  large 
number  of  the  human  race.  I think  that  on  every  ground 
the  prisoner  is  entitled  to  be  discharged. 
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Burns,  J. — In  considering  and  disposing  of  the  question 
raised  in  this  case,  we  must  keep  in  mind  that  the  subject 
is  brought  before  us  on  the  application  of  the  prisoner,  and 
not  on  behalf  of  or  by  the  Crown  in  any  way;  and  the 
simple  question  at  present  is  whether  the  prisoner  is  now 
in  legal  custody. 

It  might  be  a question  upon  the  construction  of  the  Ex- 
tradition Act,  chapter  89  of  the  Consolidated  Statutes  of 
Canada,  whether  the  prisoner  could  intervene  between  the 
committing  magistrate  and  the  Governor-General,  by  a 
writ  of  habeas  corpus,  to  take  the  opinion  of  a court  of  law 
upon  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence  of  criminality.  That 
question  has  not  been  raised,  and  if  it  had  been  I should  be 
disposed,  in  favour  of  liberty,  to  consider  that  a prisoner 
might  obtain  the  opinion  of  a court  upon  the  sufficiency  of 
the  evidence  to  charge  a person  with  any  of  the  offences 
mentioned  in  the  treaty : that  is,  to  examine  the  evidence 
with  a view  of  determining  the  sufficiency  of  it  to  call  the 
matter  to  the  attention  of  the  executive  government  under 
the  treaty.  The  opinion  of  the  committing  magistrate  is- 
not  binding  upon  the  Governor-General,  for  the  magistrate 
must  return,  with  his  certificate  of  his  opinion,  a copy  of 
of  all  the  testimony  taken  before  him  to  the  Governor-Gen- 
eral, in  order  that  final  action  may  be  taken  by  the  govern- 
ment. No  power  is  given  by  the  act  to  obtain  a writ  of 
habeas  corpus  except  in  cases  under  the  fourth  section, 
where  the  prisoner  has  remained  in  custody  more  than  two 
months  without  a requisition  having  been  made.  Though 
no  such  power  has  been  expressly  given  by  the  act,  yet  I 
suppose  the  bare  right  to  have  the  writ  will  not  be  denied, 
and  that  the  cause  of  detention  should  be  returned  with  it 
would  seem  naturally  to  flow  from  that  right. 

That  being  so,  then,  we  see,  upon  the  return  of  the  writ, 
that  the  cause  of  detention  is  that  the  prisoner  is  charged 
with  having  committed  murder  in  a foreign  country,  and 
the  offence  is  one  of  the  crimes  enumerated  in  the  treaty  by 
which  the  two  governments  stipulated  with  each  other  mu- 
tually to  surrender  criminals.  The  warrant  of  commitment 
is  not  perhaps  strictly  technical  in  terms,  but  that  affords 
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no  ground  for  discharge  of  the  prisoner,  for  we  have  before 
us  the  evidence  of  criminality  upon  which  the  magistrate 
acted,  and  therefore  we  must  look  at  that  with  the  warrant. 

The  whole  argument  in  the  prisoner’s  favour  must  rest  upon 
the  proposition  that  as  he  was  a slave,  and  killed  the  per- 
son he  is  said  to  have  killed  in  freeing  himself  from  slavery, 
and  that  slavery  not  being  recognized  or  tolerated  in  this 
country,  the  prisoner  therefore  is  not  guilty  of  murder, 
whatever  other  offence  it  might  amount  to.  That  argument 
is  a fallacy,  for  the  two  governments  in  making  the  treaty 
were  dealing  with  each  other  upon  the  footing  that  each  had 
at  that  time  recognized  laws  applicable  to  the  offences 
enumerated.  It  is  true  that  the  moment  a slave  puts  his 
foot  upon  Canadian  soil  he  is  free,  but  the  British  govern- 
ment never  contemplated  that  he  should  also  be  free  from 
the  charges  of  murder,  piracy,  or  arson,  though  the  crime 
was  committed  in  the  endeavour  to  obtain  freedom.  The 
agreement  to  surrender  to  each  other  criminals  of  certain 
classes  was  of  course  based  upon  the  fact  of  the  persons  being 
criminals  by  the  laws  of  the  country  from  which  they  came, 
provided  the  evidence  of  criminality,  according  to  the  laws  of 
the  place  where  the  fugitive  so  charged  should  be  found, 
would  justify  his  apprehension  and  commitment  for  trial  if 
the  crime  or  offence  had  been  there  committed.  Whether 
the  prisoner  were  a slave  or  not  is  not  the  question  we  have 
to  deal  with.  We  find  that  slavery  is  recognized  by  the  laws 
of  the  state  of  Missouri.  All  that  we  are  called  upon  to  say 
is  whether  the  prisoner  might  be  legally  put  upon  his  trial 
for  murder,  provided  the  homicide  had  occurred  in  Canada 
under  the  same  circumstances  as  alleged  in  the  depositions. 

I do  not  wish  to  be  understood  as  meaning  to  say  any  thing 
prejudicial  to  the  prisoner, either  upon  the  trial  for  the  offence, 
or  upon  the  manner  in  which  the  case  may  be  dealt  with 
upon  demand  for  surrender,  when  it  comes  so  to  be.  I have 
formed  no  opinion,  either  one  way  or  the  other,  upon  the 
guilt  or  innocence  of  the  accused.  We  have  as  judges  only 
to  say  whether  the  evidence  of  criminality  be  sufficient  ac- 
cording to  our  laws  to  put  the  accused  upon  trial  for  the  off- 
ence of  murder.  According  to  the  evidence,  Biggs  had  a 
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lawful  right  in  the  state  of  Missouri  to  arrest  the  prisoner, 
and  the  prisoner  knew  it,  but  yet  he  resisted,andinthe  course 
of  that  resistance  Diggs  lost  his  life.  We  do  not  discover 
that  Diggs  was  using  violence  or  more  force  than  was  neces- 
sary to  accomplish  what  was  in  that  state  a lawful  act,  and, 
on  the  other  hand,  we  find  the  prisoner  not  merely  resisting 
the  law,  but  armed  with  a deadly  weapon  to  aid  him  in  that 
resistance.  Now,  take  the  case  of  a person  authorized  by 
any  of  our  laws  to  deprive  another  of  his  liberty,  and  homi- 
cide committed  under  the  same  circumstances  as  mentioned 
in  the  depositions  before  us,  no  one  can  doubt  for  a moment 
the  evidence  would  be  sufficient  for  a grand  jury  putting  the 
accused  upon  trial  for  murder.  Whether  in  the  course  of 
the  trial  there  might  not  be  circumstances  made  to  appear 
warranting  and  justifying  the  belief  that  there  was  no  inten- 
tion to  take  life,  and  consequently  that  the  homicide  was  only 
manslaughter,  is  another  question,  and  is  one  that  judges 
under  the  circumstances  of  the  present  case  are  not  called 
upon  to  give  any  opinion  on.  The  law  of  the  foreign 
country  is  plain  enough  with  regard  to  a certain  class 
of  its  inhabitants,  but  because  our  laws  are  different  with 
regard  to  the  liberty  of  that  class  it  cannot  in  reason  and 
common  sense  be  a sound  proposition  to  advance  that  such 
difference  in  the  law  warrants  us  in  ignoring  altogether  the 
law  of  the  foreign  country,  and  would  justify  us  in  saying 
that  a slave  cannot  commit  murder  in  attempting  to  escape. 
The  framers  of  the  treaty  never  could  have  supposed  that 
such  a proposition  was  the  law  by  which  the  treaty  itself 
was  to  be  interpreted,  for  if  it  be  so,  then  the  treaty,  instead 
of  being  mutual,  would  be  all  upon  one  side,  so  far  as  crimi- 
nals who  have  been  slaves  are  concerned. 

However  much  I deplore  the  necessity  of  being  called 
on  to  give  any  opinion,  and  however  much  I may  detest  and 
abominate  the  doctrine  that  any  one  portion  of  the  human 
race  has  a right  to  deprive  another  portion  of  its  liberty, 
and  reduce  that  class  to  a state  of  slavery,  yet  when  called 
on  to  explain  and  interpret  an  agreement  between  our  own 
nation  and  another,  and  what  is  the  legal  effect  of  it,  a duty 
attaches  so  sacred  that  private  feelings  ought  in  no  manner 
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to  be  allowed  to  warp  the  mind  or  pervert  the  judgment. 
We  must  see  what  each  parly  to  the  treaty  supposed  and 
believed  they  were  negotiating  about  at  the  time  it  was  done, 
and  it  would  be  neither  fair  nor  honest  to  interpret  the  treaty 
by  the  laws  of  one  of  the  countries,  without  reference  to  the 
laws  of  the  ocher  as  they  stood  at  the  time  the  treaty  was 
entered  into ; and  we  cannot  imagine  that  either  party,  in 
passing  laws  to  enable  the  treaty  to  be  carried  out,  supposed 
that  the  law  of  one  side  was  to  govern  without  reference  to 
the  law  on  the  other  side. 

I entertain  no  manner  of  doubt  that  it  is  proper  for  tlm 
court  to  refuse  to  discharge  the  prisoner,  thus  leaving  him 
to  be  dealt  with  in  such  manner  as  His  Excellency  the  Gov- 
ernor-General may  be  advised ; and  in  doing  so  it  must  be 
understood  that  the  judgment  of  the  court  was  invoked  by 
the  prisoner,  not  by  the  government,  which  may  find  suffi- 
cient reasons,  for  aught  the  court  has  any  thing  to  do  with 
for  not  complying  with  a requisition  from  the  United  States, 
Prisoner  remanded.  McLean , J.,  dissenting. 

Note. — After  the  judges  had  delivered  severally  their  opin- 
ions, the  Chief  Justice,  having  in  the  course  of  his  judgment 
observed  in  the  course  pursued  in  Eex  v.  Marks,  (3  East 
186,)  directed  a rule  in  the  following  form  to  be  drawn  up 
and  delivered  to  the  sheriff. 

IN  THE  QUEEN’S  BENCH,  MICHAELMAS  TEEM, 
24  VICTOEIA. 

Upper  Canada,  ) John  Anderson  being  brought  here 
County  of  Brant.  J into  court,  in  the  custody  of  the 
sheriff  of  the  said  county  of  Brant,  by  virtue  of  a writ  of 
habeas  corpus,  it  is  ordered  that  the  said  writ  and  the 
return  thereto  be  filed ; and  upon  reading  the  several  infor- 
mations upon  oath  of  William  C.  Baker,  Thomas  D.  Biggs, 
Benjamin  Hazelhurst,  J.  A.  Holliday,  a man  named  Phil., 
and  Benjamin  F.  Biggs,  returned  in  obedience  to  a writ  of 
certiorari , directed  to  William  Mathews,  Esquire,  one  of  Her 
Majesty’s  justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  county  of 
Brant,  and  upon  hearing  counsel  on  both  sides,  it  is  ordered 
that  the  said  John  Andersou  be  re-committed  to  the  custody 
of  the  keeper  of  the  gaol  of  the  said  county  of  Brant,  upon 
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the  warrant  under  which  he  had  been  by  him  detained,  to 
remain  in  the  common  gaol  of  the  said  county  of  Brant, 
until  a warrant  shall  issue  upon  the  requisition  of  the  proper 
authorities  of  the  United  States  of  America,  or  of  the  state 
of  Missouri,  for  the  surrender  of  the  said  John  Anderson, 
to  be  tried  in  that  state  for  the  murder  of  one  Seneca  T. 
P.  Biggs,  according  to  the  treaty  between  Her  Majesty  and 
the  United  States  of  America,  recited  in  the  statute  of 
Canada,  passed  in  the  22nd  year  of  Her  Majesty’s  reign, 
chapter  89,  or  until  he  shall  be  discharged  according  to 
law 

By  the  court. 


Note.— After  the  decision  of  this  case  became  known  in  England,  a 
Habeas  Corpus  was  applied  for  and  granted,  with  some  hesitation,  by  the 
Court  of  Queen’s  Bench  there.  See  3 L.  T.  <Bep.  N.  S.  622.  Before  that 
writ  could  be  executed  in  this  country,  however,  the  prisoner  obtained  a 
similar  writ  from  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  here.  The  case  was  there 
rested  chiefly  upon  objections  to  the  warrant  of  commitment  and  other 
proceedings,  which  were  not  urged  in  this  application,  and  that  court 
held  these  objections  fatal,  and  discharged  the  prisoner,  without  giving 
any  decision  upon  the  main  question.  Much  discussion  arose  in  the 
legal  and  other  journals,  both  here  and  in  England,  as  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  court  at  Westminster  thus  assumed,  but  the  discharge  of  the  pri- 
soner rendered  it  unnecessary  to  pursue  the  question  further. 


Stewart  and  Leslie  y.  Cameron. 

Ejectment — Acknowledgment  of  title — Construction  of  agreement. 

Defendant  being  in  possession  of  certain  premises  under  one  M.,  executed 
an  instrument  under  seal,  by  which  he  agreed  to  give  up  peaceable 
possession  to  the  plaintiffs,  together  with  certain  furniture  specified, 
within  one  week  from  the  date,  upon  receipt  of  $30.  On  the  following 
day  the  plaintiffs  tendered  to  him  $30,  which  he  refused,  and  they 
then  brought  ejectment. 

Held , that  in  the  absence  of  any  explanation  as  to  the  real  nature  of  the 
transaction,  it  was  properly  left  to  the  jury  as  importing  an  admission 
by  defendant  that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  possession  on  paying 
or  tendering  the  $30. 

Ejectment  for  certain  land  in  the  township  of  Pnslinch, 
part  of  the  front  half  of  lot  26,  in  the  first  concession,  on 
which  stands  the  house  known  as  the  “Fraser  Hotel.” 

At  the  trial,  at  Guelph,  before  Hagarty,  J.,  the  plaintiffs 
called  as  a witness  Donald  McKenzie,  who  swore  that  one 
Fraser  owned  the  property,  or  had  owned  it : that  the  de- 
fendant on  the  14th  of  March,  1860,  was  in  possession, 
and  keeping  the  hotel,  under  one  Angus  McKenzie,  upon 
some  footing  not  explained  at  the  trial ; and  that  on  that 
18  u.  c.  q.  b.  20 
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day  the  defendant  signed  and  sealed  an  instrument  produced 
at  the  trial,  and  proved  by  McKenzie  as  the  subscribing 
witness,  which  was  in  these  words  : 

“I,  Duncan  Cameron,  of  the  township  of  Puslinch, 
county  of  Wellington,  inn-keeper,  do  hereby  agree  to  give 
up  peaceable  possession  of  the  house  and  premises  leased 
by  me  from  Angus  McKenzie,  known  as  the  Fraserville 
Hotel,  together  with  one  box  stove,  with  pipes,  seventeen 
other  stove-pipes,  ten  chairs,  and  all  decanters,  glasses, 
barrels,  and  other  furniture  in  the  house  belonging  to  me, 
to  Hugh  Stewart  and  William  Leslie,  within  one  week  from 
the  day  of  the  date  hereof,  upon  receipt  of  the  sum  of  BO  dollars. 

“ As  witness  my  hand  and  seal,  this  18th  day  of  March, 
1860. 

“ Duncan  Cameron, 

[L.S.] 

“ (Signed,)  Donald  McKenzie, 

“ Witness.” 

Under  this  was  written  : 

“I,  John  Stuart,  of  the  township  of  Puslinch,  do  hereby 
guarantee  that  the  said  Duncan  Cameron  will  give  up 
peaceable  possession  of  the  above  premises,  as  above  de- 
scribed, to  the  said  Hugh  Stewart  and  William  Leslie, 
within  the  time  specified,  upon  his  receiving  the  sum  above 
mentioned:  otherwise  I hold  myself  responsible  to  the 
above  parties  in  the  sum  of  100  dollars  damages,”  (dated 
14th  March,  1860.) 

(Signed,)  John  Stewart. 
(Signed,)  Donald  McKenzie. 

The  witness,  Donald  McKenzie,  swore  that  he  was  present 
on  the  next  day  after  this  writing  was  signed,  and  saw 
the  plaintiffs  tender  80  dollars  to  the  defendant,  who  would 
not  accept  it. 

The  defendant’s  counsel  objected  that  this  evidence  alone 
did  not  entitle  the  plaintiffs  to  a verdict  in  this  ejectment, 
for  that  the  instrument,  without  further  evidence,  was  a 
mere  executory  agreement,  on  which  the  defendant  would 
be  liable  to  damages  if  he  did  not  perform  it,  but  did  not 
shew  an  existing  legal  right  to  the  possession. 

The  learned  judge  thought  that,  though  it  was  open  to  the 
defendant  to  prove  what  the  real  nature  and  object  of  the 
transaction  were,  yet  that  n the  absence  of  any  such  ex- 
planation the  writing  imported  an  admission  of  the  defendant 
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that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  possession  on  paying 
and  consequently  on  tendering  30  dollars,  which  sum  they 
had  tendered  within  the  time  limited. 

The  jury  found  for  the  plaintiffs,  leave  being  reserved  to 
move  for  a nonsuit. 

M.  C.  Cameron  obtained  a rule  nisi  to  enter  a nonsuit  on 
the  leave  reserved,  or  for  a new  trial  for  misdirection. 

Adam  Crooks  shewed  cause,  and  cited  Doe  dem.  Hudson 
v.  The  Leeds  and  Bradford  R.  W.  Co.  16  Q.  B.  796. 

Robinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

We  do  not  think  that  the  writing  signed  by  the  defendant 
does  necessarily  and  certainly  import  an  acknowledgment 
by  him  that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  possession  on  the 
thirty  dollars  being  paid.  It  is  capable  of  being  otherwise 
explained,  but  in  the  absence  of  any  explanation  we  think  the 
learned  judge  at  the  trial  was  not  wrong  in  submitting  it  to 
the  jury  as  leading  naturally  to  that  inference;  and  as  the 
defendant,  though  he  has  moved  for  a new  trial,  has  not 
laid  before  us  any  affidavit  explaining  the  transaction,  and 
shewing  that  the  conclusion  drawn  by  the  jury  is  incon- 
sistent with  the  object  of  giving  that  writing,  we  think  the 
rule  should  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 


Regina  v.  Pah-Mah-Gay. 

Heathen  xoitness — Admissibility. 

On  a trial  for  murder  an  Indian  witness  was  offered,  and  on  his  ex- 
amination by  the  judge  it  appeared  that  he  was  not  a Christian,  and  had 
no  knowledge  of  any  ceremony  in  use  among  his  tribe  binding  a per- 
son to  speak  the  truth.  It  appeared  however  that  he  had  a full  sense 
of  the  obligation  to  do  so,  and  that  he  and  his  tribe  believed  in  a future 
state,  and  in  a Supreme  Being  who  created  all  things,  and  in  a future 
state  of  rewards  or  punishment  according  to  their  conduct  in  this  life. 
Pie  was  then  sworn  in  the  ordinary  way. 

Held,  that  his  evidence  was  admissible. 

Indictment  for  the  murder  of  John,  alias  Nish-Kay- 
Wassey. 

At  the  trial,  at  Sandwich,  before  Draper,  C.  J.,  Esh- 
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quay-gonabi,  an  Indian  of  the  Pottawattomie  nation,  a 
pagan,  was  called  as  a witness  for  the  Crown,  and  gave 
evidence  that  the  prisoner  in  the  night,  in  a camp,  when 
only  he  and  the  deceased  and  witness  were  present,  shot 
deceased  in  the  hack  and  killed  him.  They  both  were  very 
drunk,  the  prisoner  the  most  so. 

This  witness  was  sworn  in  the  common  way  on  the  Gos- 
pels. After  he  was  sworn,  the  learned  Chief  Justice  found, 
by  questions  put  to  him  through  an  interpreter,  that  he  had 
full  sense  of  the  obligation  to  speak  truth,  but  that  he  was 
not  a Christian,  and  had  no  knowledge  of  any  religious  or 
other  ceremony  or  form  binding  a person  to  speak  the  truth, 
or  of  any  form  of  asseveration  or  of  appeal  to  a Superior 
Power  to  attest  his  veracity,  or  of  imprecating  punishment 
upon  himself  if  he  should  assert  what  was  false.  He  and 
his  tribe  believed  in  a future  state,  and  in  a Supreme 
Being,  who  created  all  things ; and  in  a future  state,  where 
the  measure  of  success  in  hunting  and  of  happiness  would 
depend  upon  their  conduct  in  this  life. 

The  person  who  arrested  the  prisoner  asked  him  how  he 
came  to  kill  the  other,  and  he  answered  in  English,  “He 
made  me  mad,  quick  shoot  him ! ” 

Upon  this  trial  he  said  he  was  drunk  and  knew  nothing 
about  it. 

He  was  convicted,  and  sentenced  to  death,  to  be  executed 
on  the  22nd  of  December,  1860. 

But  the  learned  Chief  Justice  reserved  for  the  opinion  of 
this  court,  whether,  under  the  circumstances,  he  was  right 
in  admitting  the  testimony  of  the  Indian  witness. 

Prince  and  JR.  A.  Harrison,  for  the  Crown,  referred  to 
Omichund  v.  Barker,  1 Sm.  Lea.  Cas.  I.  195;  Tay.  Ev. 
Sec.  1252;  Begina  v.  Entrehman  and  Samut.  1 Car.  & 
Marsh.  248;  6 & 7 Vic.,  22,  imp.  act. 

Bobinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

Upon  the  testimony  of  the  Indian  boy,  there  was  nothing 
in  the  facts  to  make  the  killing  less  than  murder. 

The  evidence  of  the  Indian  witness,  whose  admissibility  to 
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in  question,  was  indispensable  to  the  support  of  the  case  for 
the  prosecution. 

The  admission  by  the  prisoner,  as  proved  by  the  constable 
who  arrested  him,  though  it  went  the  length  of  acknowledg- 
ing that  he  shot  the  deceased,  yet  would  not  enable  the  jury 
to  satisfy  themselves  of  the  degree  of  his  offence.  The 
deceased  Indian,  brother  of  the  prisoner,  he  said  had  made 
him  mad,  and  he  shot  him  quick.  What  provocation  the 
prisoner  had  received  does  not  appear.  His  admission 
must  necessarily  be  taken  altogether,  and  the  jury  can  only 
conjecture  whether  the  Indian  who  was  killed  being  also 
drunk,  may  not  have  been  engaged  in  some  altercation  dur- 
2ng  which  blows  were  struck.  It  is  no  doubt  a principle,  that 
every  wilful  killing  of  a man  by  another  is  to  be  looked  upon 
as  having  been  malicious,  until  it  shall  be  shown  that  it  was 
not.  But  we  should  think  it  hardly  safe  to  apply  this  general 
principle  under  what  we  see  and  know  of  the  present  case. 

We  assume,  then,  that  in  order  to  support  the  conviction 
for  murder  the  testimony  of  the  Indian  lad  was  necessary, 
and  that  the  evidence  would  be  insufficient  without  it. 
Then  was  that  testimony  admissible? 

That  brings  up  for  consideration  the  effect  of  the  decision 
of  the  learned  judges  in  the  case  of  Omichund  v.  Barker, 

(1  Atk.  21.) 

Looking  at  the  report  of  the  circumstances  under  which 
the  question  has  arisen  in  the  present  case,  if  we  were  to 
judge  of  Omichund  v.  Baker  by  the  reference  to  it  which 
are  to  be  found  in  treatises  on  evidence,  and  by  the  mention 
in  digests  of  the  principles  which  that  case  is  supposed  to 
have  established,  we  should  conclude,  we  think,  that  this 
Indian  witness,  not  being  a Christian,  was  not  admissible 
because  being  a heathen,  he  was  sworn  in  the  ordinary  man' 
ner  of  other  witnesses,  and  not  according  to  any  ceremony 
which  is  m use  in  the  tribe  or  nation  to  which  he  belonged 
But  after  reading  the  opinion  of  Lord  Hardwicke,  and  “the 
two  eminent  judges  who  sat  with  him,  as  reported  by  Atkyns 
m Omichund  v.  Barker,  and  in  the  very  elaborate  judgment 
delivered  by  Lord  Chief  Justice  Wilks,  and  reported  by  him- 
self m Willes  549,  we  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
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evidence  of  the  Indian  witness  was  rightly  allowed  to  go  to 
the  jury. 

He  believed  in  a Supreme  Being,  who  created  all  things, 
and  in  a future  state  of  rewards  or  punishments,  a life  after 
this  in  which  those  who  have  died  here  will  be  more  or  less 
happy,  according  to  their  conduct  on  earth. 

He  evinced  a strong  sense  of  the  obligation  to  speak  truth, 
and  in  taking  the  oath,  which  was  explained  to  him,  he  in- 
voked in  the  usual  terms  the  Supreme  Being  so  to  aid  him 
as  he  should  speak  the  truth.  There  was  an  absence,  it  is 
true,  of  any  ceremony,  such  as  breaking  a saucer  by  a 
Chinese  witness,  or  touching  a table  with  the  forehead,  in- 
tended in  each  case  to  bind  the  conscience  of  the  witness, 
accordingto  a custom  common  among  them.  If  the  witness 
had  belonged  to  a nation  or  tribe  that  had  in  use  among  them 
to  speak  the  truth,  however  strange  and  fantastic  the  cere- 
mony might  seem  to  us,  it  would  have  been  indispensable 
that  the  witness  should  have  been  sworn,  if  we  may  use  the 
term,  according  to  such  ceremony,  because  all  should  be  done 
that  can  be  done  to  touch  the  conscience  of  the  witness  ac- 
cording to  his  notions,  however  superstitious  they  may  seem. 

Here  there  was  no  ceremony  of  the  kind  known  to  the 
witness  or  the  interpreter,  and  there  was  therefore  no  omis- 
sion of  any  thing  that  could  have  given  additional  solemnity 
in  the  mind  of  the  witness  to  the  statement  he  was  about  to 
make.  The  oath  upon  the  Gospels  had  no  signification  in 
his  case.  He  is  not  a Christian,  and  has  no  belief  in  them  ; 
but  he  believed  in  a Good  Spirit  or  Supreme  Being,  and  in 
a future  state  of  rewards  or  punishments.  It  is  by  no  means 
necessary  that  his  idea  of  a Great  Spirit  should  agree  with 
a Christian’s  knowledge  of  God.  His  holding  the  Testament 
in  his  hand,  or  kissing  it,  did  at  least  no  harm,  and  when, 
after  invoking  God  or  the  Supreme  Being,  he  made  his 
statement,  he  did  all  that  a Gentoo,  or  Turk,  or  Chinese, 
could  do,  except  the  going  through  some  ceremony,  which 
he  could  not  do,  because  none  was  known  in  his  tribe  that 
was  connected  with  the  position  of  a witness,  or  supplied 
any  additional  obligation  upon  him  to  adhere  to  truth. 
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After  attentively  considering  the  arguments  and  judg- 
ments which  we  have  referred  to,  it  appears  to  us  that  they 
do  go  the  length  of  supporting  the  admission  of  this  witness, 
as  he  was  admitted. 

We  think  the  conviction  should  be  affirmed. 

Conviction  affirmed. 


Anne  Carlise  v.  George  Hoshel. 

Bond  for  purchase  money  of  land — Equitable  plea , want  of  title — Total  fail- 
ure of  consideration  not  shewn. 

To  an  action  of  debt  on  bond  for  the  payment  of  £850  and  interest,  by 
instalments,  defendant  pleaded,  as  an  equitable  defence,  that  the  bond 
was  given  for  the  purchase  money  of  a lease,  which  the  plaintiff  then 
held  of  a certain  lot,  and  on  condition  that  she  should  also  procure  from 
the  rector  of  S.  a lease  of  a certain  other  lot  and  assign  it  to  defendant ; 
and  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  term  or  interest  in  either  lot. 

Held,  that  the  plea  was  bad  for  not  averring  that  defendant  had  not  gone 
into  possession  under  his  purchase,  and  therefore  not  shewing  a total 
failure  of  condition. 

The  plaintiff,  however,  did  not  demur,  but  took  issue,  and  upon  the  evi- 
dence obtained  a verdict,  which  the  court  refused  to  disturb. 

Debt  on  bond,  in  a penalty  of  £900,  conditioned  to  pay 
to  the  plaintiff  £350  in  certain  instalments,  and  to  pay 
interest  half-yearly  on  the  whole  sum  due.  The  claim  was 
for  three  half-years’  interest. 

Plea,  setting  up  that  the  bond  was  given  by  defendant 
for  the  purchase  money  of  a certain  lease,  which  the  plain- 
tiff then  held  of  a certain  lot  in  the  village  of  Stamford, 
and  on  condition  that  she  should  also  procure  from  the 
rector  of  Stamford  a lease  of  a certain  other  lot,  and  should 
assign  such  lease  to  the  defendant,  and  averring  that  the 
plaintiff  had  no  term  or  interest  in  either  lot;  and  so  de- 
fendant set  this  up  as  an  equitable  defence,  alleging  a total 
want  of  consideration. 

The  plaintiff  took  issue  on  the  plea. 

At  the  trial,  at  Niagara,  before  McLean,  J.,  the  plaintiff 
got  a verdict,  which  McMicliael  moved  to  set  aside  for  mis- 
direction, and  on  the  law  and  evidence. 


Bobinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

The  plea  was  bad  as  an  equitable  defence,  and  should  have 
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been  demurred  to,  for  it  did  not  aver  that  the  defendant  had 
not  gone  into  possession  under  his  purchase  from  the  plain- 
tiff, and  was  not  enjoying  possession  at  the  time  of  the 
action  brought,  and  it  is  proved  that  he  did  obtain  posses- 
sion from  the  plaintiff  and  still  holds  it.  There  is,  there- 
fore, not  a total  failure  of  consideration,  and  the  defendant 
cannot  treat  the  contract  as  rescinded,  for  the  parties  can- 
not be  put  in  statu  quo.  If  the  defendant  has  any  thing 
to  complain  of,  his  remedy  is  on  the  bond  which  he  holds 
from  the  plaintiff,  or  possibly  in  a Court  of  Equity,  which 
could  give  relief  on  terms  against  this  action. 

But  the  evidence  shews  that  the  plea  is  really  untrue,  for 
that  the  plaintiff  did  assign  to  the  defendant  the  lease 
which  she  held  of  the  one  lot,  as  she  undertook  to  do ; and 
has  procured  for  him  a lease  of  the  other  lot,  such  as  she 
could  get,  and  such  as  the  plaintiff  declared  he  would  be 
willing  to  accept. 

Rule  refused. 


Garrett,  Executor  of  Taylor  v.  The  Provincial 
Insurance  Company. 

Insurance — Agreement  to  keep  water  on  the  premises — Effect  of 
non-performance. 

Where  by  a policy  of  insurance  the  insured  agreed  to  keep  twelve  pails 
full  of  water  on  each  flat  of  the  building  during  the  continuance  of  the 
policy,  and  he  neglected  to  do  so,  hut  it  appeared  that  the  loss  was  nob 
in  any  way  affected  by  his  default : 

Held , that  nevertheless  he  could  not  recover. 

This  was  an  action  on  a policy  of  insurance  against  fire, 
effected  by  testator  with  the  defendants  upon  a steam  saw 
mill. 

A special  case  was  stated,  and  the  objection  mainly  relied 
upon  against  the  plaintiff’s  recovery  was  that  the  insured  did 
not  comply  with  the  following  condition  inserted  in  the 
policy:  “the  assured  hereby  agrees  to  keep  twelve  pails  full 
of  water  on  each  flat  of  said  mill  during  the  continuance  of 
this  policy.”  This  was  written  in  the  body  of  the  policy, 
and  there  was  no  mention  of  it  in  any  of  the  printed  forms 
or  conditions  endorsed  on  the  policy. 

The  affidavits  put  in  as  part  of  the  special  case  shewed 
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that  the  number  of  buckets  required  by  the  policy  were  not  in 
the  mill  when  it  was  burned;  but  that  they  could  have  been 
of  no  use  if  they  had  been  there,  as  the  fire  was  not  discovered 
until  it  was  so  far  advanced  as  to  make  it  impossible  to  enter 
the  building. 

C.  S.  Patterson , for  the  plaintiffs,  cited  Add.  on  Conti 
593;  Sillem  v.  Thornton,  3 E.  & B.  889;  Angell  on  Ins. 
secs.  145,  150. 

Duggan,  Q.  C.,  contra,  cited  Arn.  on  Ins.  627,  629,  632, 
224;  Cameron  et  al.  v.  The  Monarch  Insurance  Co.  7 
C.  P.  212;  Cameron  et  al.  v.  The  Times  and  Beacon  Insur- 
ance Co.,  Ib.  234;  Alderman  v.  West  of  Scotland  Ins.  Co. 
5 0.  S.  37.,  McFaul  v.  The  Montreal  Inland  Insurance  Co» 
2 U.  C.  K.  59;  Lampkin  v.  Western  Insurance  Company, 
23  U.  C.  B.  237,  361;  CinquMars  et  al.  v.  Equitable 
Insurance  Co.  15  U.  C.  K.  143. 

Bobinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

The  engagement  by  the  assured  to  keep  twelve  pails  full 
of  water  on  each  flat  of  the  mill  during  the  continuance  of 
the  policy,  is  a condition  on  which  the  insurance  was  effected, 
and  is  termed  a promissory  warranty. 

The  performance  of  it  is  necessary,  we  think,  to*  the  right 
to  sue  upon  the  policy,  and  when  such  a condition  is  not 
observed  the  insured  loses  his  remedy  upon  the  policy,  even 
though  it  should  not  appear  that  the  failure  to  observe  that 
condition  occasioned  the  loss. 

The  effect  of  what  is  shewn  is  that  the  defendants  agreed 
for  a certain  premium  to  insure  the  mill,  provided  the  in- 
sured would  always  keep  in  the  mill,  at  hand,  certain  means 
of  extinguishing  any  fire  that  might  break  out.  If  the  in- 
sured had  declined  to  come  under  that  condition,  the  defen- 
dants might  either  have  exacted  a higher  premium  or  declined 
the  risk. 

We  think  the  law  compels  us  to  hold  that  the  plaintiff 
lost  the  benefit  of  his  policy  by  the  failure  on  his  part,  which 
was  proved  and  is  not  denied. 


Judgment  for  defendants. 
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Browne  v.  The  Brockville  and  Ottawa  Railway 

Company. 

Collision  at  crossing — Neglect  to  give  signals  and  to  construct  crossing  on  a 
proper  level — Limitation  of  action  therefor — Consol.  Stat.  C.  ch.  66,  sec.  83 — 
Train  under  control  of  contractor,  not  of  defendants. 

The  plaintiff  sued  defendants  for  injury  caused  to  himself  and  his  waggon 
by  collision  with  their  train  at  a railway  crossing,  owing  to  a neglect  to 
sound  a whistle  or  ring  a bell  on  their  approach  as  required  by  the 
statute,  and  to  improper  construction  of  the  railroad,  being  more  above 
the  level  of  the  highway  than  the  act  allowed.  The  jury  having  found 
for  the  plaintiff : 

Held,  that  the  injury,  if  arising  from  either  cause  alleged,  was  sustained 
“by  reason  of  the  railway that  it  was  a case  within  the  exception 
as  to  “continuation  of  damage”  and  that  the  action  having  been  brought 
more  than  six  months  from  the  accident,  was  therefore  too  late. 

The  defendants  had  contracted  with  one  P.  to  ballast  their  road,  and 
the  train  in  question  was  laden  with  ballast,  under  the  charge  of  men 
employed  and  paid  by  him,  the  defendants  having  no  control,  except  that 
by  his  contract  he  was  bound  to  keep  these  trains  from  interfering  with 
the  passage  of  other  trains  along  the  road. 

Queer e,  whether  this  would  have  relieved  the  defendants  from  liability. 

The  plaintiff  brought  an  action  against  the  defendants 
declaring  in  the  first  count  for  injuries  to  the  plaintiff’s  per- 
son, and  for  breaking  the  plaintiff’s  waggon  and  harness, 
stating,  that  defendants’  railway  crossed  a public  allow- 
ance for  road  between  lots  six  and  seven  in  the  ninth  conces- 
sion of  Montague  : that  the  defendants,  their  servants  and 
agents,  were  driving,  employing  and  using  a locomotive 
engine  and  a train  of  carriages,  upon  the  railway,  across  the 
said  highway  : that  the  plaintiff  was  lawfully  passing  along 
the  highway  in  his  waggon,  in  charge  of  his  train  of  horses 
and  other  property : that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  said  defen- 
dants, their  servants  and  agents,  to  furnish  the  said  loco- 
motive engine  upon  the  railway  across  the  said  highway,  to 
ring  or  cause  to  be  rung  such  bell,  or  to  sound  or  cause  to  be 
sounded  such  whistle,  at  the  distance  of  at  least  eighty  rods 
from  where  the  railway  crossed  the  said  highway,  and  to 
have  kept  ringing  the  said  bell,  or  sounding  the  said  whistle, 
at  short  intervals  until  the  locomotive  engine  had  crossed  the 
highway  ; yet  that  the  defendants  and  their  servants,  disre- 
garding their  duty  on  that  behalf,  did  not  ring  or  cause  to 
be  rung  the  said  bell,  and  did  not  sound  or  cause  to  be 
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sounded  the  said  whistle,  at  the  distance  of  eighty  rods  from 
the  crossing,  and  did  not  ring  or  sound  at  short  intervals 
till  the  locomotive  engine  had  crossed  the  highway.  By 
reason  of  which  omission  the  said  engine  and  train  of  car- 
riages came  in  contact  with  the  plaintiff,  his  horses  and 
waggon,  while  they  were  so  lawfully  on  the  said  highway, 
crossing  the  said  railway  track,  the  plaintiff  not  being  then 
or  before  aware  of  the  approach  of  the  said  train,  and  up- 
set and  wholly  destroyed  the  plaintiff’s  waggon  and  broke 
the  harness,  and  threw  the  plaintiff  out  of  the  waggon,  and 
thereby  broke  one  of  his  legs,  and  crushed  one  of  his  feet, 
&c.,  alleging  special  damage  from  the  plaintiff  being  in  con- 
sequence disabled  from  working  at  his  trade  of  a black- 
smith, and  from  the  expenses  of  cure,  &c. 

It  was  averred  that  plaintiff’s  horses  were  injured  by  the 
collision,  but  it  was  proved  that  they  were  not  injured. 

In  the  second  count  the  plaintiff  set  forth  that  defen- 
dants constructed  their  railway  across  the  said  highway, 
not  carrying  the  same  over  by  a bridge  or  under  the  high- 
way by  a tunnel,  wherefore  it  became  their  duty  so  to  have 
constructed  and  maintained  their  railway  across  the  said 
highway,  that  it  should  not  at  the  crossing  rise  more  than 
one  inch  above,  or  sink  more  than  one  inch  below  the  level 
of  the  highway;  yet  that  the  defendants,  in  disregard  of 
their  duty,  so  constructed  and  maintained  their  railway, 
that  it  was  raised  at  the  crossing  more  than  one  inch  above 
the  highway,  whereby  the  plaintiff,  who  was  lawfully  pass- 
ing along  the  highway  with  his  waggon,  &c.,  was  obstructed 
and  unable  to  pass  along  the  highway,  and  was  entangled 
and  caught  on  the  railway,  where  it  crossed  the  highway  ; 
and  that  a locomotive,  and  train  of  carriages  of  the  defen- 
dants, then  being  employed  upon  the  railway,  and  in  charge 
of  the  defendants,  their  servants,  and  agents,  came,  with- 
out the  fault,  or  negligence  of  the  plaintiff,  violently  into 
contact  with  his  .horses  and  waggon,  and  upset  and  des- 
troyed his  waggon,  and  injured  the  plaintiff,  &c.,  (as  in  the 
first  count),  laying  special  damage. 

In  a third  count  the  plaintiff  attributed  the  accident  to  the 
effect  of  the  two  causes  combined,  namely,  the  omission  to 
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ring  or  sound  the  whistle,  and  the  being  obstructed  in  the 
crossing  by  the  improper  manner  in  which  the  crossing  had 
been  constructed ; that  is,  its  being  raised  above  the  high- 
way more  than  the  statute  directed. 

In  a fourth  count  the  plaintiff  complained  that  the  de- 
fendants, by  their  servants,  so  negligently  and  unskilfully 
drove  and  managed  their  engine  and  train  upon  the  rail- 
way, which  the  plaintiff  with  his  horses  and  waggon  was 
then  lawfully  crossing,  that  the  engine  and  train  came  into 
collision  with  the  plaintiff’s  waggon  and  horses. 

The  defendants  pleaded  not  guilty,  by  statute,  referring 
to  16  Vic.,  ch.  106,  sec.  2 ; Consol.  Stats.  C.,  ch.  66,  sec.  83. 

This  action  was  brought  on  the  20th  of  June,  1860,  and 
the  accident  occurred  on  the  17th  of  September,  1859. 

At  the  trial,  at  Perth,  before  Robinson , C.  J.,  at  the  con- 
clusion of  the  plaintiff’s  case,  the  defendants  objected  that 
the  action  should  have  been  brought  within  six  months 
from  the  time  of  the  damage  or  injury  sustained. 

And  further,  that  it  was  not  proved  that  the  defendants 
had  any  concern  with  this  particular  railway,  or  with  the 
train  which  ran  against  the  plaintiff’s  waggon. 

The  plaintiff,  as  to  the  action  being  too  late,  contended 
that  it  was  in  time,  though  clearly  after  six  months,  the 
case  coming  within  the  exception  of  continuation  of  dam- 
age, and  the  damage  to  the  plaintiff  in  fact  continuing  even 
up  to  the  time  of  the  trial. 

The  learned  Chief  Justice  considered  that  this  was  not  a 
case  of  continuation  of  damage  within  the  meaning  of  the 
exception  in  the  83rd  section  of  Consol.  Stats.  C.,  ch.  36, 
certainly  not  as  regarded  the  waggon  and  harness,  and  he 
doubted  whether  the  injury  to  the  person  must  not  also 
be  referred  to  the  time  of  the  accident.  He  allowed  the  case 
to  proceed,  however,  reserving  leave  to  the  defendant  to- 
move  for  a verdict  or  a nonsuit  upon  that  objection. 

When  the  defendants’  evidence  had  been  given,  it  ap- 
peared, in  the  first  place,  to  be  doubted  whether  the  bell 
had  been  rung  or  the  whistle  sounded  as  the  statute  re- 
quires ; that  is,  beginning  when  the  train  was  at  least  eighty 
rods  distant  from  the  crossing,  and  continuing  to  ring  or 
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sound  at  short  intervals  until  the  engine  had  crossed  the 
highway.  Upon  that  point  the  evidence  was  contradictory, 
and  there  was  much  reason  to  believe  that  the  direction  of 
the  statute  was  not  properly  complied  with. 

With  regard  to  the  manner  in  which  the  crossing  had  been 
constructed,  it  was  plainly  proved  that,  although  it  was  in- 
tended to  cross  the  highway  at  a level,  it  was  in  fact  raised 
more  than  a foot  above  the  highway,  without  any  proper 
approaches  being  made  up  to  it  on  either  side  from  the 
highway,  so  as  to  make  it  extremely  inconvenient,  and 
with  a heavily  laden  team,  or  with  restive  horses,  almost 
impossible  to  get  from  the  highway  upon  the  track.  It  had 
been  complained  of  to  the  company  both  by  individuals  and 
by  the  county  council,  but  it  was  allowed  to  remain  in  this 
very  inconvenient  state  till  this  accident  happened,  since 
which  time  it  had  been  put  in  a proper  condition. 

If  the  accident  should  be  found  by  the  jury  to  be  owing 
to  any  neglect  in  the  conduct  of  the  train  which  came  in 
contact  with  the  waggon,  the  defendants  contended  that 
they  could  not  be  held  liable  on  account  of  such  neglect, 
because  that  train  was  not  under  the  management  at  that 
time  of  themselves,  their  servants  or  agents. 

The  company  had  entered  into  a contract  with  one  Phelps, 
to  construct  and  ballast  the  railway  bed,  and  they  had 
allowed  him  the  use  of  a locomotive  and  a train  of  ballast 
cars,  with  which  he  was  taking  ballast  along  the  railway. 
The  use  of  the  train  was  not  otherwise  controlled  by  the 
company  than  that  Phelps  was  obliged  by  the  agreement 
between  them  to  take  care  and  keep  the  train  from  inter- 
fering with  the  passage  of  other  trains  along  the  railway. 
There  was  no  servant  or  agent  of  the  company  employed 
in  any  capacity  upon  the  train.  All  the  men  were  em- 
ployed and  paid  and  directed  by  Phelps,  and  those  under 
him.  That  was  a fact  not  disputed  at  the  trial. 

It  appeared  to  the  learned  Chief  Justice  that  the  company 
could  not  be  liable  for  the  negligent  manner  in  which  that 
train  was  driven,  by  omitting  to  give  proper  signals  before 
coming  to  a road  crossing ; unless  indeed  it  could  be  held  that 
the  facts  brought  the  case  within  the  principle  of  such  cases 
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decided  in  England,  in  which  the  giving  the  use  of  the  com- 
pany’s trains  to  perform  work  upon  the  railway  had  been 
considered  as  a working  of  them  by  themselves  for  the  con- 
sideration of  getting  the  work  done  upon  lighter  terms,  so 
that  in  such  sense  the  contractors  were  their  servants  using 
the  train  for  their  benefit ; but  as  none  of  the  company’s  ser- 
vants were  in  charge  of  the  train,  or  employed  upon  it,  he 
thought  it  would  not  be  found  that  any  such  case  would  apply. 

The  jury  were  requested  to  find,  first,  whether  the  plain- 
tiff brought  the  accident  upon  himself,  or  at  least  contribut- 
ed to  it,  from  a want  of  ordinary  care  and  prudence  in  going 
upon  the  railway  as  he  did,  for  there  was  some  evidence  to 
that  effect ; secondly,  if  not,  then  whether  the  accident  was 
occasioned  by  a want  of  care  in  conducting  the  train; 
thirdly,  or  whether  it  was  occasioned  by  the  defects  in  the 
crossing,  which  disabled  the  plaintiff  from  crossing  in  time 
to  avoid  the  train,  after  he  was  aware  of  its  approach;  and, 
fourthly,  what  damages  they  thought  the  plaintiff  had  sus- 
tained, supposing  the  company  to  be  liable. 

The  jury  found  that  the  accident  was  not  occasioned  by 
any  want  of  care  or  fault  of  the  plaintiff,  but  from  a want 
of  proper  signals  being  given,  according  to  the  statute;  and 
also  from  the  defective  state  of  the  crossing ; and  they  esti- 
mated the  damages  at  £200. 

Crombie  obtained  a rule  nisi  to  enter  a nonsuit  on  the 
leave  reserved,  on  the  ground  of  the  action  not  having  been 
brought  within  the  time  limited,  six  months  ; or  for  a new 
trial  upon  the  law  and  evidence.  The  defendants,  in  case 
the  plaintiff  should  be  found  entitled  to  recover,  did  not 
contend  that  the  damages  were  excessive. 

Prince , shewed  cause,  and  cited  Consol.  Stats.  C.,  ch.  66 
secs.  88,  104  ; 16  Vic.,  ch.  106 ; Eenaud  v.  The  Great  Wes- 
tern R.  W.  Co.,  12  U.  C.  R.  408 ; Ellis  v.  The  Sheffield  Gas 
Consumers’  Co.,  22  Eng.  Rep.  198;  Palmer  v.  The  Grand 
Junction  R.  W.  Co.,  4 M.  & W.  749  ; Carpue  v.  The  London 
and  Brighton  R.  W.  Co.,  5 Q.  B.  747 ; Garton  v.  The  Great 
Western  R.  W.  Co.,  88,  L.  T.  Rep.  240 ; Shields  v.  The 
Grand  Trunk  R.  W.  Co.,  7 C.  P.  111. 
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Crombie,  contra,  cited  Eeedie  v.  The  London  and  North 
Western  E.  W.  C.,  4 Ex.  244;  Steel  v.  The  South  Eastern 
E.  W.  Co.  16  C.  B.  550 ; Addison  on  Torts,  258. 

Eobinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

Upon  the  question  whether  the  action  has  not  been  brought 
too  late,  several  English  decisions  have  been  cited.  These 
turn  upon  the  language  of  the  special  English  railway  acts,  on 
which  the  cases  depended.  The  words  of  the  protective  clause 
in  those  statutes  are  “no  action  shall  be  brought  for  any 
thingdone  or  omitted  to  be  done  in  pursuance  of  this  act,”  &c. 

The  words  of  our  statute,  Consol.  Stats.  C.  ch.  66,  sec.  88, 
are  “all  suits  for  indemnity  jor  any  damage  or  injury  sus- 
tained by  reason  of  the  railway,  shall  be  instituted  within 
six  months  next  after  the  time  of  such  supposed  damage 
sustained,  or  if  there  be  continuation  of  damage,  then  with- 
in six  months  next  after  the  doing  or  committing  such 
damage  ceases,  and  not  afterwards.” 

It  appears  to  us  that  our  statute  is  in  its  effect  as  com- 
prehensive as  the  English,  though  the  forms  of  expression 
used  are  very  different. 

As  to  the  cause  of  damage  arising  from  the  improper  or 
imperfect  construction  of  the  crossing,  that  does  certainly 
come  expressly  within  the  words  in  our  statute.  It  was  a 
damage  or  injury  sustained  by  reason  of  the  railway:  that 
is,  from  its  forming  a wrongful  obstruction  to  the  highway, 
not  being  as  nearly  on  a level  with  it  as  the  law  required.. 
Clearly  the  action  for  that  injury  should  have  been  brought 
within  six  months. 

As  to  the  other  ground  of  complaint,  the  omitting  to  give 
the  proper  signals  of  approach,  that  does  not  come  expressly 
within  the  words  of  the  clause,  because  it  may  be  said  that 
the  damage  was  not  sustained  by  reason  of  the  railway,  but 
rather  by  reason  of  the  manner  in  which  the  carriages  on 
the  railway  were  driven;  but  we  think  the  substance  and 
effect  are  the  same  in  the  one  case  as  the  other.  “By 
reason  of  the  railway,”  is  a very  comprehensive  expression,, 
and  we  think  extends  to  an  injury  sustained  on  the  railway 
by  reason  of  the  use  made  of  it. 
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If  this  be  the  correct  construction  to  be  given  to  the  limi- 
tation clause,  if  makes  an  end  of  this  case,  for  we  think  this 
not  such  a case  as  comes  within  the  exception  which  gives 
an  extension  of  time  where  there  has  been  a continuation 
of  damage.  All  here,  we  think,  must  be  referred  to  the  un- 
lawful act  which  occasioned  the  injury.  We  mean  the  un- 
lawfully driving  the  train  up  to  the  station,  without  giving 
the  proper  signals.  No  second  action  could  be  brought  by 
reason  of  a subsequent  damage  or  continuing  damage. 

This  is  independent  of  the  other  objection,  that  the  com- 
pany were  not  responsible  under  the  circumstances  for  the 
negligent  driving  of  this  train,  as  to  which  we  are  not  satisfied 
that  the  law  would  not  be  found  in  favour  of  the  defend- 
ants, but  we  give  no  formal  opinion  on  that  point. 

Eule  absolute  for  nonsuit. 


Hard  v.  Palmer. 

Promissory  note — Death  of  payee  in  foreign  country — Endorsement  by  his 
administrators  there — Right  of  endorsee  to  sue  here. 

Where  a note  was  made  by  defendant,  a resident  of  Upper  Canada,  pay- 
able to  P. , who  died  in  the  State  of  New  York,  having  the  note  then  in 
his  possession  there : Held,  that  his  administrators  appointed  in  that 
State  might  endorse  the  note  so  as  to  enable  the  endorsee  to  sue  upon 
it  in  this  country,  without  their  having  administered  here. 

Declaration  on  a promissory  note  made  by  defendant,  payable  to  P,  or 
order,  on  demand,  averring  the  death  of  P.  and  that  J.  P.  and  C.  P. 
were  duly  appointed  his  administrators,  and  duly  endorsed  to  the  plain- 
tiff : that  when  the  note  was  made,  and  from  thence  until  his  death,  P. 
resided  in  the  State  of  New  York : that  the  plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  the 
endorsement  to  him,  and  from  thence  hitherto  lived  there  also ; and 
that  at  the  death  of  said  P.  the  note  was  in  the  said  State. 

Plea , that  the  note  was  made  at  Kingston  in  the  united  counties  of  F.  L.  & 
A.,  in  Upper  Canada:  that  defendant  at  the  death  of  said  P.  and  before 
and  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  said  note  had,  and  still  has  his  domicil 
there : that  said  note  at  the  death  of  said  P.  was  bona  notabilia  in  said 
united  counties  : that  said  appointment  of  J.  P.  and  C.  P.  as  administra- 
tors was  made  only  by  a tribunal  of  said  State,  and  that  they  were  never 
appointed  by  the  proper  authority  in  Upper  Canada. 

Held,  on  demurrer,  that  the  plea  shewed  no  defence. 

Declaration  on  a promissory  note  for  $2000,  made  by 
defendant  on  the  24th  of  February,  1849,  payable  to  Joseph 
L.  Palmer  or  order,  on  demand.  And  the  plaintiff  averred 
that  the  said  Joseph  L.  Palmer  had  departed  this  life,  and 
that  Joseph  R.  Palmer  and  Charlotte  M.  Palmer  were  duly 
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appointed  to  administer  ali  and  singular  the  goods  and 
chattels  which  were  of  the  said  Joseph  L.  Palmer  at  the 
time  of  his  death,  and  that  the  said  Joseph  R.  Palmer  and 
Charlotte  M.  Palmer  duly  endorsed  the  said  note  to  the 
plaintiff,  but  that  the  defendant  did  not  pay  the  same  ; and 
further,  that  at  the  time  the  said  note  was  made,  and  from 
thence  until  his  death,  the  said  Joseph  L.  Palmer  resided  in 
a foreign  country,  to  wit,  in  the  State  of  New  York,  one  of 
the  United  States  of  America  ; and  that  he,  the  plaintiff,  at 
the  time  of  the  endorsement  to  him  as  aforesaid,  and  from 
thence  hitherto,  had  resided  and  still  did  reside  in  a foreign 
country,  to  wit,  in  the  State  of  New  York,  one  of  the  United 
States  of  America ; and  that  at  the  time  of  the  death  of 
the  said  Joseph  L.  Palmer,  the  said  note  was  in  the  State  of 
New  York,  one  of  the  United  States  of  America. 

Plea. — That  the  said  note  was  made  at  the  city  of 
Kingston,  in  the  united  counties  of  Frontenac,  Lennox  and 
Addington,  in  Upper  Canada,  and  that  the  defendant  at  the 
time  of  the  death  of  Joseph  L.  Palmer  in  the  declaration 
mentioned,  and  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the 
said  note,  and  from  thence  hitherto,  resided  and  had  his 
domicile  and  place  of  abode  in  the  said  city  of  Kingston,  in 
Upper  Canada,  and  that  the  said  note  at  the  time  of  the 
death  of  the  said  Joseph  L.  Palmer  was  bona  notabilia  in 
the  said  united  counties  of  Frontenac,  Lennox  and  Ad- 
dington ; and  that  the  said  appointment  of  J.  R.  Palmer  and 
Charlotte  M.  Palmer  to  administer,  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned, was  and  is  an  appointment  only  by  a court,  officer, 
or  tribunal  of  a certain  foreign  state,  to  wit,  the  State  of 
New  York,  one  of  the  United  States  of  America  ; and  that 
the  said  J.  R.  Palmer  and  Charlotte  M.  Palmer  never  were 
appointed  by  any  surrogate  or  probate  court,  or  other  proper 
authority  in  Upper  Canada,  to  administer,  and  never  had 
any  authority  in  Upper  Canada  to  administer,  all  and 
singular  or  any  of  the  goods  or  chattels,  rights  or  credits, 
which  were  of  the  said  Joseph  L.  Palmer  at  the  time  of 
his  death. 

Demurrer,  on  the  grounds — 1.  That  the  said  note  was  not 
at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  said  Joseph  L.  Palmer  bona 
1 i u.  c.  q..  b.  20. 
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notabilia  in  the  united  counties  of  Frontenac  and  Lennox 
and  Addington. 

2.  That  the  said  plaintiff  received  by  the  endorsement  of 
the  said  executors,  under  the  authority  vested  in  them  by 
the  appointment  mentioned  in  the  declaration,  a good  and 
valid  legal  title  to  the  note  mentioned,  sufficient  to  entitle 
him  to  maintain  an  action  here  in  his  own  name. 

8.  That  it  is  not  necessary  to  support  this  action  that  the 
executors  who  endorsed  this  note  to  the  plaintiff  should  take 
out  administration  in  the  united  counties  of  Frontenac, 
Lennox  and  Addington. 

Prince  and  Kirkpatrick  for  the  plaintiff,  cited  Stor. 
Confl.  L.  secs.  858,  359,  514,  517,  555,  556  ; Cumming  v. 
Baily,  6 Bing.  371  ; Barrett  v.  Barrett,  8 Greenl.  358  ,* 
Huthwaite  v.  Phaire,  1 M.  & Gr.  159,  164  ; Trimbey  v. 
Vignier,  1 Bing.  N.  C.  151;  Alivon  v.  Furnival,  1 Cr.  M. 
& B.,  277  ; Westl.  on  International  Law,  sec.  297  ; Mc- 
Neilage  v.  Holloway,  1 B.  & Al.  218  ; Kent.  Com.,  vol.  III., 
Lee.  44,  p.  88 ; Band  v.  Hubbard,  4 Mete.  252,  258-9  ; 
Harper  v.  Butler,  2 Peters  239  ; Trecothick  v.  Austin,  4 
Mason,  16;  Wms.  on  Exrs.  1016  ; Shep.  Touch.  496;  Chy. 
on  Bills,  2,  3. 

Richards , Q.  C.,  contra,  cited  Wms.  on  Exrs.  I.,  279, 
320,  321 ; Whyte  v.  Bose,  3 Q.  B.  493  ; Stearns,  v.  Burn- 
ham, 5 Greenl.  261 ; Stor.  Confl.  L.,  secs.  513,  519. 

Bobinson,  C.  L,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

This  plea  brings  up  a question  which  one  might  suppose 
could  hardly  at  this  time  be  unsettled,  but  is  certainly  not 
so  clear  on  the  authority  either  of  text  books  or  decided 
cases  as  to  leave  no  room  for  doubt. 

The  point  is  whether  a promissory  note  having  been  made 
in  this  province,  payable  to  one  Joseph  L.  Palmer,  by  the 
defendant,  who  at  the  time  was,  and  always  since  has  been, 
resident  in  Upper  Canada,  can  be  sued  upon  here  by  the 
endorsee  of  the  administrators  of  the  payee  ; the  fact  being 
that  the  payee  died  in  the  United  States  of  America,  namely* 
in  the  State  of  New  York,  having  this  note  then  in  his  pos- 
session, and  the  administrators  having  no  other  title  to 
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represent  the  deceased  payee  than  by  letters  of  administra- 
tion granted  to  them  in  the  State  of  New  York,  which  ad- 
ministration had  been  granted  to  them  in  that  State  before 
they  endorsed  the  note  to  the  plaintiff  there. 

If  the  endorsement  of  the  note  by  the  administrators  of 
the  payee  to  the  plaintiff  under  these  circumstances,  enables 
the  plaintiff  to  sue  upon  the  note  in  this  province,  then  the- 
plea  is  no  defence,  and  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment. 

In  our  opinion  the  administrators  could  legally  transfer 
the  note  in  the  State  of  New  York  by  endorsing  it  and  de- 
livering it  to  the  plaintiff,  although  they  had  not  adminis- 
tered to  the  estate  of  the  payee  in  Upper  Canada. 

And  if  this  be  so,  then  undoubtedly  th.e  endorsee  can 
sue  in  his  own  name  as  he  has  done,  though  if  the  admin- 
istrators had  not  parted  with  the  note,  and  were  suing 
upon  it  here  as  representatives  of  the  payee,  they  would 
no  doubt  have  had  to  shew  administration  granted  to  them 
by  the  proper  authority  in  this  Province. 

The  whole  question  therefore  is,  whether  the  administra- 
tors could  or  could  not  make  the  note  the  property  of  the 
plaintiff  by  endorsement  and  delivery,  without  first  taking  out 
administration  in  Upper  Canada,  on  account  of  the  maker 
of  the  note  being  resident  here,  which  makes  the  debt  due 
upon  it  bona  notabilia  in  this  province,  and  not  in  New  York. 

In  our  opinion  the  administrators  could  legally  transfer 
the  note  to  the  plaintiff  as  they  did,  i.e.,  in  New  York,  and 
without  having  taken  out  administration  in  Canada. 

There  is  no  question  that  the  piaintiff  not  suing  himself 
in  a representative  capacity,  but  in  his  own  right,  was 
under  no  necessity  to  shew  administration  granted  to  the 
endorsers  before  they  transferred  the  note. 

The  case  of  Bawliuson  v.  Stone,  (8  Wils.,  1,  S.  C.  Nom. 
Kobinson  v.  Stone,  2 Str.  1260,)  fully  settles  that  point- 
The  only  question  can  be  whether  the  note  is  his. 

That  the  note  upon  which  this  defendant  was  debtor  was 
by  our  law  bona  notabilia  only  where  the  debtor  resided  is. 
clear,  but  that  is  only  material,  or  rather  would  have  been 
under  the  former  state  of  our  law,  for  determining  from  which 
jurisdiction  in  this  province  the  administration  should  issue.. 
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The  note  being  in  New  York  when  the  payee  died  would 
be  assets  there,  and  the  administrators  could  doubtless 
receive  payment  of  the  debt  either  in  New  York  or  in  Up- 
per Canada;  though  if  they  had  kept  the  note,  and  had 
been  obliged  to  bring  an  action  here,  where  the  debtor 
lived,  in  order  to  collect  it,  they  would,  as  we  have  already 
stated,  have  had  to  take  out  administration  in  Upper 
Canada,  in  order  to  give  them  a locus  standi  in  our  court. 

If  the  note  had  been  payable  to  bearer,  they  could 
surely  have  transferred  it  in  New  York  by  delivery,  with- 
out having  to  take  out  administration  in  this  province  in 
order  to  give  them  that  right. 

The  inconvenience  would  be  intolerable  if  administrators 
or  executors  in  a foreign  country  could  not  negotiate  such 
securities  upon  which  persons  in  England  were  debtors, 
without  first  taking  out  administration  in  England,  and  this 
too  in  cases  where  the  necessity  might  only  arise  in  conse- 
quence of  the  debtor  having  removed  to  England,  after 
making  the  note.  In  Story’s  Conflict  of  Laws,  (4tli  Ed.,  sec. 
358-9,  note,)  this  point  is  more  particularly  treated  of  than 
I have  found  it  elsewhere — “ A negotiable  note,”  he  says, 
“ was  given  by  a debtor,  resident  in  Maine,  to  his  creditor, 
resident  in  Massachusetts.  After  the  death  of  the  creditor, 
his  executrix,  appointed  in  Massachusetts,  endorsed  the 
same  note  in  that  state  to  an  endorsee,  who  brought  a suit 
as  endorsee  against  the  maker  in  the  State  Court  of  Maine. 
The  question  was,  whether  the  note  was,  under  the  circum- 
stances, suable  by  the  endorsee,  and  the  court  held  that  it 
was  not;  for  the  court  said  that  the  executrix  could  not 
herself  have  sued  upon  the  note  without  taking  out  letters 
of  administration  in  Maine,  and  therefore  she  could  not  by 
her  endorsement  transfer  the  right  to  her  endorsee.” 

That  is  a case  precisely  like  the  present,  and  the  decision 
was  against  the  right  to  recover. 

Mr.  -Justice  Story  intimates,  however,  his  dissatisfaction 
with  the  decision,  remarking  that  “ In  either  state  the  cre- 
ditor might  certainly,  in  his  life  time,  by  his  endorsement, 
have  transferred  the  property  in  the  note  to  the  endorsee; 
and  as  clearly  his  executrix  could  do  the  same ; for  it  is  en- 
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tirely  well  settled  that  an  executor  or  administrator  can  so 
transfer  any  negotiable  security  by  his  endorsement  thereof- 
If  then  by  the  transfer  in  Massachusetts  the  property 
passed  to  the  endorsee,  it  is  difficult  to  perceive  why  that 
transfer  was  not  as  effectual  in  Maine  as  in  Massachusetts  ; 
and  by  the  law  of  both  states  an  endorsee  may  sue  on  ne- 
gotiable instruments  in  his  own  name.” 

He  cites  a later  decision  of  the  same  court,  which  he 
looks  upon  as  being  in  accordance  with  his  opinion,  and  he- 
refers  to  a recent  decision  in  the  supreme  court  of  the- 
United  States,  as  being  “ founded  upon  the  doctrine  that, 
an  assignment  by  an  executor  of  a chose  in  action  in  the 
state  where  he  is  appointed,  and  which  is  good  by  its  laws,, 
will  enable  the  assignee  to  sue  in  his  own  name  in  any 
other  state,  by  whose  laws  the  instrument  would  be  as- 
signable, so  as  to  pass  the  note  to  the  assignee,  and  to  en- 
able him  to  sue  thereon.” 

With  no  authority  to  the  contrary  cited  from  any  English 
decision  we  venture  to  rely  on  the  soundness  of  this  view 
of  Mr.  Story. 

In  our  opinion  the  plaintiff  should  have  judgment  on 
this  demurrer. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff  on  demurrer. 

Norton  v.  Smith. 

Dower — Conveyance  and  mortgage  back  an  same  day  for  purchase  money — 
Improvements  since  husband's  death — Mode  of  estimating  damages  and 
yearly  allowance. 

A.  conveyed  land  to  B.  in  1833,  and  on  the  same  day  took  back  a mort- 
gage for  the  whole  purchase  money.  B.  paid  nothing  either  for  prin- 
cipal or  interest,  and  in  1840  re-conveyed  absolutely  to  A.,  the  land 
being  then  vacant.  His  wife  did  not  join  in  either  the  mortgage  or 
fe-conveyance,  and  eighteen  years  after  his  death  brought  an  action 
for  her  power,  against  the  tenant,  who  had  purchased  from  A.  soon 
after  he  received  the  re-conveyance, and  had  erected  valuable  buildings. 
It  was  agreed  that  if  entitled  to  dower  she  should  be  paid  a yearly  compen- 
s tion  in  money,  to  be  determined  according  to  the  decision  of  the  court. 
Held , following  Potts  v.  Meyers,  14  U.  C.  R.  499,  that  the  widowT  was 
entitled  to  dower. 

Held,  also  that  the  damages,  to  which  she  was  entitled  only  from  the- 
time  of  demand  made,  should  be  calculated  upon  the  average  value 
of  the  land  during  the  period,  irrespective  of  improvements  made 
by  the  tenant;  and  that  the  allowance  to  be  paid  to  her  should  be  es- 
timated upon  a computation  of  one-third  of  the  occupation  value  of 
the  ground  only,  without  the  buildings. 

This  was  an  action  of  dower  brought  by  the  demandant. 


'214  queen’s  BENCH,  MICHAELMAS  TERM,  24  VIC.,  1860. 

as  widow  of  Asa  Norton,  to  recover  her  dower  in  town  lots 
Nos.  15  and  16,  on  Dundas  Street,  in  the  first  range  of  the 
town  of  Whitby,  in  the  county  of  Ontario,  containing  one- 
half  of  an  acre. 

By  the  consent  of  the  parties,  and  by  the  order  of  McLean , 
J.,  dated  the  21st  of  November,  1860,  according  to  the 
Common  Law  Procedure  Acts,  the  following  case  was 
stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  without  any  pleadings : 

CASE. 

1.  It  is  admitted  that  a demand  of  dower  was  duly  served 
by  the  above-named  demandant,  who  is  the  widow  of  the 
said  Asa  Norton,  on  the  tenant,  George  Smith,  who  is  the 
owner  in  fee  of  the  said  land,  on  the  21st  of  May,  1860. 

2.  That  the  said  Eliza  Norton  was  the  wife  of  the  said 
Asa  Norton,  on  and  before  the  18th  of  .January,  1888. 

8.  That  Asa  Werden  was  the  owner  in  fee  of  the  premi- 
ses, and  by  deed,  dated  the  18th  of  January,  1888,  in  con- 
sideration of  the  sum  of  £30,  conveyed  the  said  land  in  fee 
to  the  said  Asa  Norton : that  said  deed  was  duly  registered 
in  the  proper  registry  office,  on  the  7th  of  February,  1833. 

4.  That  Asa  Norton  on  the  same  day  re-conveved  to 
Asa  Werden,  by  way  of  mortgage,  for  the  whole  purchase 
money. 

5.  That  Asa  Norton  never  paid  any  part  of  the  purchase 
money  or  interest,  and  by  deed,  dated  the  28th  of  August, 
1840,  re-conveyed  the  said  land  absolutely  to  Werden  in 
fee. 

6.  That  the  said  demandant  did  not  bar  dower  in  either 
the  mortgage  or  re-convevance. 

7.  That  subsequent  to  the  deed  to  said  Norton,  and  prior 
to  the  re-conveyance  to  Warden,  said  Norton  had  fenced 
the  lots  and  cultivated  potatoes  in  them. 

8.  That  Norton  died  on  the  6th  of  June,  1842,  at  wdiich 
time  the  premises  were  vacant  lots,  worth  about  £125. 

9.  That  after  the  death  of  Asa  Norton,  Werden,  by  deed, 
dated  the  1st  of  May,  1843,  conveyed  to  the  tenant,  George 
Smith,  in  fee,  who  built  a house  and  other  buildings  on  the 
lots,  which  he  occupied  as  an  hotel,  and  which  are  still  so 
occupied  by  his  tenant,  at  a yearly  rental  of  £187  10s.,  or 
thereabouts. 

10.  That  about  one-third  of  the  said  lots  is  still  uncovered 
by  buildings. 

The  demandant  contends  that  she  is  entitled  to  have  as- 
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signed  to  her  one-third  in  value  of  the  premises  in  their 
present  improved  state. 

The  tenant  contends  that  the  demandant’s  husband  had 
no  sufficient  seisin  of  the  premises  to  entitle  her  to  dower. 

And  that,  if  entitled  to  dower,  she  is  only  entitled  to  have 
assigned  to  her  one-third  of  the  premises  as  they  were  at 
the  death  of  her  husband,  or  one-third  in  value  calculated 
as  of  the  date  of  her  husband’s  death,  or  one-third  of  the 
present  value  of  the  land  irrespective  of  buildings. 

The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  are — 1.  Whether 
the  demandant  is  entitled  to  dower  in  the  said  lands.  2. 
If  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  demandant  is 
entitled  to  dower,  then,  whether  she  is  to  have  one-third  in 
present  value  assigned  to  her,  as  the  demandant  contends,  or 
whether  she  is  to  have  one-third  in  value  calculated  as  of  the 
date  of  her  husband’s  death,  or  one-third  of  the  present 
value  irrespective  of  the  buildings,  as  the  tenant  contends. 

If  the  court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  demandant  is  en- 
titled to  dower  in  the  said  lands,  then  judgment  shall  be 
entered  for  the  demandant  and  costs  of  suit;  and  she  is  to 
be  paid  a yearly  money  composition  for  her  dower,  to  be 
estimated  by  a referee,  to  be  chosen  by  the  parties,  or  by 
two  referees,  one  chosen  by  each  of  the  parties,  or  an  umpire 
chosen  by  such  referee,  as  the  case  may  be,  should  the  par- 
ties fail  to  agree  upon  one  person;  such  estimate  to  be 
based  on  the  decision  of  the  court  on  the  second  point. 

If  the  court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  demandant  is  not 
entitled  to  dower,  then  judgment  of  nonsuit,  with  costs  of 
defence,  shall  be  entered  up  for  the  defendant. 

The  costs  of  reference  and  award  to  be  in  the  discretion 
of  the  referee,  referees,  or  umpire,  so  to  be  appointed. 

M.  C.  Cameron,  for  the  demandant,  cited  Potts  v.  Meyers, 
14  U.  C.  R.  499;  Ruttan  v.  Levisconte,  16  U.  C.  R.  495; 
Doe  dem.  Riddell  v.  Gwinnell,  1 Q.  B.  688. 

C.  S.  Patterson,  and  E.  Blake,  contra,  cited  McDonald  v. 
McIntosh,  8 U.  C.  R.  888;  Rex  v.  Inhabitants  of  North- 
weald  Bassett,  2 B.  & C.  724;  Dart  Y.  & P.  486;  Robinett 
v.  Lewis,  Dra.  Rep.  272. 

Robinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

I had  a strong  opinion  against  the  correctness  of  the 
judgment  pronounced  by  the  majority  of  this  court  in  Potts 
v.  Meyers,  (14  U.  C.  R.  499,)  but  we  shall  follow  it,  of 
course,  so  long  as  it  remains  unreversed. 
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The  present  is  a case  which  illustrates  very  strongly,  how- 
ever, the  unreasonableness  of  a claim  to  dower  by  the  widow 
of  a vendee,  who  before  he  had  paid  a penny  of  the  purchase 
money,  and  on  the  same  day  that  he  took  the  conveyance  of 
the  estate , mortgaged  it  back  to  the  vendor  for  the  whole  price. 

The  lien  for  the  price  to  the  full  extent  had  ever  since  con- 
tinued, till  the  vendee,  finding  himself  unable  to  pay  for  the 
land,  or  being  unwilling  to  do  so,  re-conveyed  it  to  the  per- 
son from  whom  he  bought  it;  in  other  words,  he  gave  up 
the  land,  which  he  had  never  paid  for,  and  had  never  built 
on  or  improved.  He  died  two  years  afterwards,  and  in  1842, 
the  person  who  had  thus  taken  back  his  land  sold  it  to  the 
tenant  in  this  action,  who,  besides  paying  for  it,  as  we  may 
suppose,  built  a tavern  and  other  buildings  upon  it,  which 
he  now  rents  at  £187  10s.  a year.  The  demandant’s 
husband  was  only  to  have  paid  £80  for  the  fee  in  all  the 
land,  and  of  that  sum  he  had  paid  no  part  whatever. 

The  widow,  after  delaying  to  bring  her  action  for  eighteen 
years,  now  sues  for  her  dower,  and  admitting  that  her  right 
to  dower  is  for  the  present  established  by  the  judgment 
given  in  Potts  v.  Meyers,  the  further  question  submitted  to 
us  is,  according  to  what  rule  of  computation  the  value  of 
her  claim  is  to  be  estimated. 

It  would  not  be  easy,  we  believe,  to  select  a point  in  the 
range  of  English  jurisprudence  which  it  would  be  more 
difficult  to  settle  clearly  upon  authorities. 

Doe  dem.  Riddell  v.  Gwinnell,  (1  Q.  B.  682,)  may  be 
looked  upon  as  evidence  of  the  view  at  present  taken  of  the 
law  on  this  point  in  England,  though  it  stands  certainly 
opposed  to  very  much  that  had  been  laid  down  before  in 
books  of  the  highest  authority.  On  this  point  it  is  well  to 
refer  to  the  view  of  the  law  stated  by  Mr.  Bawle,  in  his 
treatise  upon  Covenants  for  Title,  pp.  883  to  339,  and  we 
must  also  look  back  to  the  case  cited  from  our  own  court, 
Robinett  v.  Lewis,  (Dra.  Rep.  272,)  by  which  we  shall  abide 
until  a better  rule  is  prescribed  to  us  by  authority  by  which 
we  shall  be  bound. 

We  assume  that  the  widow  can  recover  only  for  six  years 
arrears  of  dower,  or  rather  in  this  case  only  from  demand 
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made;  and  her  damages,  we  think,  should  be  calculate  dupon 
the  average  value  of  the  land  through  that  period,  irrespec- 
tive of  improvements  put  on  by  the  tenant,  who  stands  in 
the  place  of  the  alienee  of  the  husband,  and  in  reality  in  a 
much  more  favourable  position  than  the  alienee  can  gen- 
erally stand,  for  he  is  alienee  of  one  who  held  a lien  upon 
the  estate  for  its  value,  from  the  moment  that  her  husband 
took  the  legal  estate,  until  he,  the  alienee,  became  seised 
of  it  again.  In  a court  of  equity  it  is  not  possible  that  the 
demandant  could  make  anything  of  such  a claim. 

With  respect  to  the  future  allowance  to  the  widow  in  lien 
of  dower,  which  allowance  it  seems  is  to  be  settled  by  arbi- 
tration, we  think  it  should  be  estimated  upon  a computa- 
tion of  one- third  of  the  occupation  value  of  the  ground,  ir- 
respective of  the  improvements  upon  it,  which  have  all 
been  made  since  the  alienation  of  the  land  by  the  husband,, 
making  an  allowance  (if  it  can  be  done  on  any  satisfactory 
data)  for  any  probable  variation  in  the  value  of  the  land 
from  causes  independent  of  improvements. 

We  feel  how  far  any  direction  of  this  kind  must  unavoid- 
ably fall  short  of  precision,  but  that  is  a difficulty  which 
juries  and  arbitrators  have  very  frequently  to  encounter. 

I will  add  that  in  a court  of  equity  the  widow  of  the  pur- 
chaser of  an  estate  not  paid  for,  and  which  he  had  mort- 
gaged back  to  the  vendor  to  secure  the  purchase  money, 
could  never  make  good  her  claim  to  dower  in  the  estate  as 
if  it  had  been  held  by  her  husband  unencumbered ; and 
that  when  the  husband  had  never  paid  any  thing  for  it, 
and  had  conveyed  it  back  to  his  vendor,  I apprehend  his 
widow  would  be  looked  upon  in  no  other  light  than  the 
widow  of  an  intending  purchaser,  who  had  not  made  good 
his  purchase,  and  had  on  that  account  not  received  a con- 
veyance. What  I mean  by  this  is,  that  it  could  hardly  seem 
consistent  with  equity  to  look  upon  her  claim  in  any  other 
light,  though  no  doubt  it  is  true  that  dower  is  a legal  claim 
in  most  cases,  while  in  others  it  may  be  only  a claim  in  equity,, 
in  consequence  of  the  interest  being  only  an  equitable  one. 

Where  it  is  clearly  a legal  estate,  equity  I assume  must 
follow  the  law;  but  the  disposition  in  this  case  would  be  to 
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look  on  Asa  Norton  as  never  actually  holding  the  legal 
beneficial  interest,  by  reason  of  the  mortgage  which  he  gave 
back  immediately  to  secure  the  price. 

I think  it  was  intimated  on  the  argument  that  this  case 
would  probably  be  carried  to  the  court  of  appeal.  I trust 
it  may  be,  as  it  is  desirable  to  have  all  doubt  removed  upon 
the  principal  point,  the  right  of  dower. 

Rogers  v.  Van  Yalkenburgh. 

False  imprisonment — Justification  by  peace  officer , under  charge  of 
felony — Pleading.] 

To  a declaration  for  imprisoning  the  plaintiff,  defendant  pleaded,  that  at 
the  time  of  making  the  arrest,  he  was  a peace  officer  for  the  county, 
and  as  such  was  informed  that  the  p'aintiff  had  committed  a felony, 
and  was  then  a fugitive  from  justice  on  account  thereof;  that,  as  he 
lawfully  might,  he  arrested  the  plaintiff,  and  immediately  caused 
him  to  be  brought  before  the  nearest  justice  of  the  peace  to  answer 
the  said  felony,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  detained  in  the  police  sta- 
tion, by  said  magistrate,  which  is  the  trespass  complained  of. 

Held,  on  demurrer,  plea  good. 

Declaration.— First  count,  that  the  defendant  on  the 
15th  of  April,  1860,  assaulted  the  plaintiff,  and  improperly 
and  illegally  arrested  him,  and  gave  him  into  custody,  and 
caused  him  to  be  imprisoned  in  a police  station  in  the  city 
of  London,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  for  the  space  of 
three  days. 

Second  count,  that  the  defendant  assaulted  the  plaintff, 
and  beat,  bruised,  and  ill-treated  him,  and  then  imprisoned 
him,  and  kept  and  detained  him  in  prison  for  the  space  of 
four  days,  against  the  plaintiff’s  will. 

Pleas. — 1.  To  the  first  count,  not  guilty,  by  statutes  16 
Vic.,  ch.  180,  secs.  1,  16;  Consol.  Stats.  U.  C.,  ch.  126,  p. 
991. 

2.  To  the  said  first  count,  that  the  defendant  is  and  was 
at  the  time  the  said  arrest  in  the  declaration  mentioned 
was  alleged  to  have  been  committed,  a peace  officer  for  the 
county  of  Middlesex,  and  as  such  was  informed  that  the  said 
plaintiff  had  committed  and  been  guilty  of  a felony,  and  was 
at  such  time  a fugitive  from  justice  on  account  thereof;  and 
the  defendant,  as  he  lawfully  might,  took  and  arrested  the 
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said  plaintiff,  and  immediately  caused  him  to  be  brought 
before  the  then  nearest  justice  of  the  peace,  to  answer  the 
said  felony  he  was  alleged  to  have  committed ; and  the 
defendant  further  says  that  the  said  plaintiff  was  detained  in 
the  police  station,  as  in  said  count  mentioned,  by  the  said 
justice  of  the  peace  to  answer  the  said  alleged  felony,  which 
trespasses  are  the  trespasses  in  the  first  count  mentioned. 

The  same  pleas  were  pleaded  to  the  second  count. 

The  plaintiff  took  issue  on  both  pleas,  and  demurred  also 
to  the  second  plea,  on  the  ground  that  the  plea  professes 
to  answer  the  whole  of  the  first  count,  and  shews  no  defence 
but  to  part  of  the  said  count;  and  the  said  plea  does  not 
shew  or  allege  that  the  defendant  acted  bona  fide  as  a peace 
officer,  or  that  the  defendant  believed,  or  that  he  had  any 
reasonable  or  probable  cause  for  believing,  the  defendant 
had  been  guilty  of  a felony. 

M.  C.  Cameron , for  the  demurrer,  cited  Bullen  & Leake’s 
Precedents,  478 ; Hogg  v.  Ward,  8 H.  & N.  417 ; Mure  v. 
Kaye,  4 Taunt.  84. 

Read , Q.  C.,  contra,  cited  Davis  v.  Russell,  5 Bing.  845 ; 
Samuel  v.  Payne,  1 Doug.  845  ; Cowles  v.  Dunbar,  2 C.  & 
P.  565:  Rex.  v.  Ford,  Russ.  & By.  829;  Rex  v.  Thompson, 
1 Moo.  C.  C.  80. 


Robinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

The  law  is  clear  upon  the  point  that  a constable  may  arrest 
a person  without  a warrant  upon  a reasonable  charge : that 
is,  upon  probable  information  that  he  has  committed  a crime. 

As  the  constable  has  pleaded  the  general  issue  in  a manner 
that  enabled  him  to  give  the  special  matter  of  defence  in  evi- 
dence, is  was  unnecessar}^  to  have  pleaded  specially  besides; 
and  having  pleaded  his  justification  specially,  the  question 
whether  his  pleas  are  good  or  not  can  be  of  no  other  conse- 
quence then  as  regards  the  costs  of  the  demurrer. 

We  think  the  pleas  are  sufficient  upon  general  demurrer, 
and  therefore  not  liable  to  be  excepted  to  on  the  ground 
that  they  should  have  gone  more  into  the  facts  by  stating 
particularly  the  grounds  of  suspicion. 
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It  was  not  necessary,  we  think,  for  the  constable  to  state 
the  name  of  his  informant,  and  in  many  cases  it  might  be 
improper  to  do  so,  and  might  lead  to  injurious  consequences. 
Nor  was  it  necessary  for  the  defendant  to  allege  in  the  plea 
that  he  believed  the  information  to  be  true,  for  he  was  not 
the  judge  of  the  truth  of  a charge  made  to  him,  and  might 
really  have  no  belief  upon  the  subject. 

In  our  opinion  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  judgment. 

Judgment  for  defendant  on  demurrer. 


The  Same  Case. 

Defendant  not  properly  appointed  constable — Failure  to  prove  justification — 
Plaintiff  guilty  of  fraud , and  defendant's  conduct  bona  fide — Verdict  for 
defendant — New  trial  refused. 

See  the  pleadings,  ante,  page  218. 

At  the  trial  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  had  committed  a gross  fraud  in 
the  city  of  Detroit,  in  the  United  States  : that  the  defendant  having  re- 
ceived a telegram  from  a public  officer  there,  arrested  him  in  this  pro- 
vince, and  took  him  to  the  police  station  in  London  ; and  that  after  three 
days’  detention  he  was  discharged,  on  the  ground  that  the  offence  was  not 
within  theAshburton  Treaty.  The  defendant  had  been  chief  of  police 
inLondon,  and  afterwards  appointed,  from  year  to  year,  constable  for  the 
county.  He  had  acted  for  the  present  year,  and  there  was  some  evidence 
of  his  having  been  sworn  in,  but  his  name  was  not  upon  the  list  of  the 
clerk  of  the  peace  of  those  appointed  for  that  year.  The  jury  were  told 
that  defendant  having  no  warrant,  and  not  being  a peace  officer  at  the 
time,  the  arrest  was  not  strictly  legal,  and  the  plaintiff  therefore  entitled 
to  recover.  They  found,  however,  for  defendant,  and  the  court  refused 
to  disturb  the  verdict. 

The  pleadings  are  set  out  in  the  report  of  the  demurrer, 
ante,  page  218. 

At  the  trial  of  this  case,  at  London,  before  Draper,  C.  J., 
it  appeared  in  evidence  that  the  plaintiff  had  committed  a 
gross  fraud  in  the  city  of  Detroit.  He  was  an  auctioneer 
there,  and  had  received  some  furniture  from  a Mrs.  Palmer 
there  to  sell,  but  did  not  pay  over  to  her  the  proceeds,  nor 
give  any  account  of  the  sale.  He  received  from  her  also 
$800  in  money,  which  he  was  to  deposit  in  a bank  in  her 
name,  and  he  brought  to  her  a certificate  of  deposit,  which 
he  handed  to  her.  It  appeared  that  he  had  deposited  the 
money  in  the  bank  in  his  own  name,  not  in  hers,  and  alter 
handing  the  certificate  to  her  he  requested  her  to  let  him  see 
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it  again,  and  he  snatched  it  out  of  her  hand,  but  told  her  to 
meet  him  at  the  bank  at  a certain  time.  She  went  to  the 
bank,  but  he  did  not  make  his  appearance  there,  and  fled 
to  Canada  instead. 

Mrs.  Palmer  went  to  the  police  office  at  Detroit,  and  was 
advised  to  take  out  a warrant,  which  she  did,  and  came, 
accompanied  by  a policeman,  to  London,  in  this  province, 
where  they  found  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  arrested  and 
was  in  custody.  His  arrest  was  made  by  the  defendant, 
Van  Valkenburgh,  upon  a telegraph  message  sent  to  the 
defendant  from  Windsor,  in  this  province,  (opposite  De- 
troit,) to  London. 

The  defendant  arrested  the  plaintiff  at  the  station  of  the 
Great  Western  Bailway  Company  in  London,  on  Saturday 
night,  the  14tli  of  April  last,  and  the  defendant  with  the 
chief  of  police  took  the  plaintiff  to  the  police  station,  and 
gave  him  in  charge  to  the  constable  there,  who  detained 
him  till  Monday,  when  he  was  examined  before  the  mayor, 
and  after  being  sent  from  thence  to  the  gaol,  he  was  fur- 
ther examined,  and  at  the  end  of  three  days  was  discharged. 

Mrs.  Palmer,  in  the  information  sworn  in  London, 
charged  the  plaintiff  with  stealing  $250  from  her.  I ap- 
peared to  the  mayor  that  the  offence  as  proved,  though  it 
amounted  to  a gross  fraud,  was  not  one  of  those  coming 
under  the  Ashburton  Treaty  for  the  surrender  of  fugitive 
offenders  from  the  United  States  of  America,  and  he  there- 
fore discharged  him. 

The  defendant,  Van  Valkenburgh,  was  some  years  ago 
chief  of  police  in  London,  but  had  retired  from  that  situa- 
tion, and  had  been  appointed  from  year  to  year  afterwards 
one  of  the  constables  for  the  county.  One  of  the  magis- 
trates for  the  county  proved  that  he  had,  as  he  believed, 
sworn  him  into  office  in  the  present  year : that  he  had  be- 
fore been  appointed  from  year  to  year  by  the  quarter  ses- 
sions, and  had  been  acting  as  a constable  to  the  time  of  the 
trial. 

The  clerk  of  the  peace  swore  that  he  did  not  find  the  de- 
fendant’s name  among  those  appointed  in  March  last,  by 
the  quarter  sessions:  that  he  was  a constable  for  many 
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years,  but  did  not  appear  to  have  been  appointed  in  March 
of  the  present  year. 

The  mayor  swore  that  the  defendant  was  not  a constable 
of  the  city,  but  that  he  had  always  understood  him  to  be  a 
constable  for  the  county:  that  he  acted  as  a detective,  and 
styled  himself  as  such. 

The  jury  were  told  that  it  appeared  by  the  evidence  that 
the  defendant  was  not  a peace-officer  as  stated  in  the  plea, 
for  that  the  presumption  that  would  otherwise  have  arisen 
from  his  acting  in  that  capacity  was  repelled  by  proof  that 
he  had  in  fact  not  being  appointed  by  the  quarter  sessions 
in  March  of  this  year,  when  the  constables  for  the  county 
were  appointed,  and  there  was  no  proof  of  any  special  ap- 
pointment : that  taking  him  to  be  a private  person,  acting 
without  any  warrant,  he  was  not  entitled  to  the  same  pro- 
tection that  a peace-officer  would  have  been  : that  the  pleas 
rested  his  justification  upon  his  being  a peace-officer,  and 
that  the  evidence  did  not  support  them. 

They  were  told  also,  that  if  the  defendant  was  aware  that 
the  only  charge  against  the  plaintiff  was  for  felony  com- 
mitted in  a foreign  country,  it  was  the  opinion  of  the  learned 
judge  that  he  could  not  legally  make  the  arrest  without  a 
warrant  : that  the  telegraph  message  did  not  state  where 
the  felony  was  committed,  but  that  it  did  appear  that  the 
person  who  sent  the  message  was  a public  officer  in  Detroit. 

The  jury  were  instructed  that  although  the  plaintiff’s 
conduct  appeared  to  have  been  grossly  fraudulent,  yet  his 
arrest  not  being  strictlv  legal,  he  was  entitled  to  a verdict 
for  such  damages  as  they  might  think  proper  to  give. 

The  jury  found  their  verdict  for  defendant. 

M.  C.  Cameron  obtained  a rule  nisi  for  a new  trial  on  the 
law  and  evidence,  and  for  misdirection,  in  leaving  it  to  the 
jury  as  a question  of  fact  to  find  whether  the  defendant  was 
or  was  not  a constable,  when  the  evidence  shewed  that  he 
was  not  upon  the  list  of  constables  appointed  at  the  general 
quarter  sessions;  and  also  in  directing  the  jury  that  although 
the  defendant  was  not  informed  of  any  felony  committed  in 
the  county,  but  had  only  received  a telegraph  from  Detroit, 
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in  the  United  States  of  America,  that  the  plaintiff  had  com- 
mitted a felony,  yet  if  the  defendant  acted  bona  fide  he  was- 
not  liable  in  this  action. 

Read,  Q.  C.,  shewed  cause. 

In  addition  to  the  cases  referred  to  in  the  argument  of  the 
demurrer,  ante,  page  219.  Hedges  v.  Chapman,  2 Bing.  526; 
Hobbs  v.  Branscomb,  8 Camp.  420;  White  v.  Taylor,  4 Esp. 
80;  Consol.  Stats.  U.  C.,  ch.  17,  sec.  10,  were  cited  for  the 
defendant;  and  Add.  on  Torts  401  for  the  plaintiff. 

Bobinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

There  having  been  no  misdirection  in  the  case,  and  the 
plaintiff  standing  in  a very  unfavourable  light  upon  the  evi- 
dence, we  will  not  exercise  our  discretion  by  relieving  him 
from  the  verdict  of  the  jury.  The  defendant,  there  can  be 
no  doubt,  acted  from  no  wrong  motive,  and  the  inconven- 
ience which  the  plaintiff  complains  of  was  brought  upon 
himself  by  his  own  fraudulent  conduct.  It  is  not  likely 
that  a jury  would  give  him  any  thing  but  the  most  trifling 
damages  upon  a second  trial. 

We  therefore  discharge  the  rule  nisi. 

Buie  discharged. 


The  Corporation  of  the  City  of  Kingston  v.  Shaw. 

Sale  of  goods  under  fi.  fa.  loitliout  ■paying  rent — Action  there/ore — Averment 

of  notice. 

In  a declaration  against  a sheriff  or  corner  for  removing  and  selling  goods 
under  a writ  without  satisfying  rent  in  arrear,  it  is  sufficient  to  allege 
that  defendant  had  notice  of  the  plaintiffs  claim  before  sale,  though 
after  the  removal. 

It  is  a bad  plea  therefore  to  such  a declaration,  that  defendant  had  no 
notice  before  the  removal. 

A plea,  that  after  the  removal  of  the  goods  by  defendant  there  remained 
sufficient  to  satisfy  the  rent  in  arrear,  Held , clearly  bad. 

Action  upon  the  statute  8 Anne,  ch.  14,  against  the  defen- 
dant as  one  of  the  coroners  of  the  united  counties  of  Fronte- 
nac,  Lennox  and  Addington,  for  removing  goods  under  a 
fi.  fa.  without  paying  rent  due  to  the  plaintiffs. 

The  declaration  stated  a demise  by  the  plaintiffs  to  one 
Mullhall,  at  a yearly  rent  of  T65,  payable  quarterly : that. 
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before  the  seizure  six  months’  rent  became  due:  that  under  a 
writ  fi.  fa.  at  the  suit  of  one  C.,  the  sheriff  of  said  counties, 
against  one  H.,  directed  to  the  defendant,  the  defendant 
seized  certain  goods  on  the  premises,  and  removed  the  same 
therefrom.  And  the  plaintiffs  averred  that  after  the  said 
seizure  and  taking  of  the  said  goods  and  chattels,  and  the 
said  removal  by  the  said  defendant  as  aforesaid,  and  before 
the  sale  thereof  by  the  said  defendant  under  pretence  of  and 
to  satisfy  said  execution,  and  while  the  tenanc}7  of  the  said 
Thomas  Mullhall  so  still  subsisted,  the  plaintiffs  gave  notice 
to  the  defendant,  so  being  then  one  of  the  coroners  of  the 
said  united  counties  and  charged  with  the  execution  of  the 
said  writ  as  aforesaid,  of  the  aforesaid  rent  so  being  due  and 
in  arrear  to  the  plaintiffs  from  the  said  Thomas  Mullhall  in 
respect  of  six  monts’  rent  of  the  said  premises,  and  then 
requested  the  said  defendant  that  they,  the  plaintiffs,  might 
be  paid  their  rent  so  due,  in  arrear,  and  unpaid  as  aforesaid, 
and  for  the  satisfaction  of  which  said  rent  the  said  goods  and 
chattels  so  seized,  taken  and  removed  as  aforesaid,  were  liable 
as  aforesaid  : yet  the  defendant,  well  knowing  the  premises, 
but  not  regarding  the  duty  of  his  said  office,  nor  the  statute 
in  such  case  made  and  provided,  but  contriving,  &c.,  under 
‘colour  and  pretence  of  said  writ,  wrongfully,  injuriously  and 
deceitfully  removed  and  carried  away  the  said  goods  and 
chattels  so  seized  and  taken  as  aforesaid,  from  and  out  of  the 
said  messuage  and  premises,  &c.,  and  did  not,  either  before 
the  removal  of  the  said  goods  and  chattels  from  and  out  of 
the  said  premises  as  aforesaid,  or  before  the  sale  thereof  as 
aforesaid,  or  at  any  other  time,  pay  or  satisfy  the  said  rent 
so  due  and  owing,  and  in  arrear  to  them,  the  plaintiffs,  as 
aforesaid,  or  any  part  thereof,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the 
statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided. 

The  second  count  alleged  that  the  plaintiffs  issued  a war- 
rant of  distress  for  the  said  rent  to  their  bailiff  in  that  behalf, 
•and  therein  directed  him  to  distrain  for  the  said  arrears  of 
rent,  and  the  said  bailiff  then  duly  and  according  to  law  dis- 
trained for  the  said  arrears  of  rent,  by  virtue  of  the  said  war- 
rant, certain  goods  and  chattels  then  being  on  the  said  pre- 
mises, : that  afterwards,  and  whilst  the  rent  was  in 
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arrear,  and  after  such  distress  as  aforesaid,  and  before  any 
sale  thereunder  to  satisfy  the  same,  the  defendant  seized  and 
took  certain  goods  and  chattels  then  being  on  the  said  pre- 
mises, which  said  goods  and  chattels  had  been  so  distrained 
on  for  the  said  rent  as  aforesaid,  and  removed  the  said  goods 
and  chattels  so  taken  and  seized  by  him  as  last  aforesaid 
from  and  out  of  the  said  premises,  and  sold  or  otherwise  dis- 
posed of  the  same;  and  the  plaintiffs  alleged  that  after  the 
said  seizing  and  taking  of  the  said  goods  and  chattels  by  the 
defendant  as  aforesaid,  and  after  the  removal  of  the  same  by 
the  said  defendant  as  aforesaid,  and  before  the  sale  of  the 
same  by  the  defendant  as  aforesaid,  and  while  the  said  ten- 
ancy of  the  said  Thomas  Mullhall  in  the  said  premises  still 
subsisted,  the  plaintiffs  gave  notice  to  the  defendant,  &c.,  of 
the  said  rent  so  in  arrear,  and  of  the  distress  made  therefor 
by  the  plaintiffs  on  the  said  goods  and  chattels  last  men- 
tioned, and  forbade  the  defendant  to  sell  the  same  until  the 
said  arrears  of  rent  had  been  paid  to  the  plaintiffs,  &c.,. 
yet  the  defendant  well  knowing  the  premises,  but  not  re- 
garding, &c.,  wrongfully  seized  and  took  the  said  goods  and 
chattels  on  the  said  premises,  so  being  under  distress  for 
said  rent  as  aforesaid,  and  then  wrongfully  and  decitfully 
removed  and  carried  away  the  same  from  and  out  ol  the  said- 
premises,  without  paying  the  amount  of  the  said  distress, 
or  satisfying  the  plaintiffs  the  said  rent  so  due  them  as* 
aforesaid,  and  unlawfully,  under  pretence  of  the  said  writ, 
sold  the  said  goods  and  chattels  so  being  under  distress  for- 
said  rent  as  aforesaid,  notwithstanding  the  notice  of  the 
plaintiffs  aforesaid,  without  first  or  at  any  time  paying  said 
rent  to  the  plaintiffs,  &c. 

Defendant  pleaded,  2,  to  the  first  count,  that  the  plaintiffs- 
did  not,  after  the  taking  of  the  said  goods  and  chattels  in  the* 
said  messuage  and  tenement  by  the  defendant,  as  in  the  first 
count  mentioned,  or  at  any  time  before  the  removal  of  the 
same,  give  notice  thereof  to  the  defendant,  nor  had  the  defend- 
ant at  any  time  before  the  removal  of  the  said  goods  any 
notice  or  knowledge  whatsoever  of  the  said  rent,  or  any  part 
thereof,  or  any  rent  whatsoever  being  due  and  in  arrear 
from  the  said  Thomas  Mullhall  to  the  plaintiffs. 

15  u.  c.  q.  b.  20. 
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5 . That  after  the  removal  of  the  said  goods  by  the  defendant 
there  remained  goods  and  chattels  on  the  said  premises  suf- 
ficient to  satisfy  the  rent  in  the  declaration  alleged  to  be  due. 

The  plaintiffs  demurred  to  both  pleas,  assigning,  as  to 
the  second  plea,  among  other  causes  of  demurrer,  that  no 
such  notice  as  in  the  said  plea  mentioned  is  necessary  be- 
fore the  removal  of  the  goods,  the  defendant’s  liability 
having  accrued  immediately  on  their  removal,  rent  then 
being  in  arrear  in  respect  of  the  premises,  which  he  did  not 
pay,  and  it  being  the  duty  of  the  defednant,  before  remov- 
ing the  goods,  to  enquire  of  the  plaintiffs  whether  any,  and 
what,  or  how  much  rent  was  in  arrear. 

And  as  to  the  fifth  plea,  that  it  does  not  allege  whose 
goods  remained  on  the  premises,  or  whether  the  goods  so 
alleged  to  remain  were  liable  to  satisfy  the  said  rent,  or  could 
be  distrained  and  taken  for  that  purpose;  that  if  the  defend- 
ant removed  any  goods  from  the  said  premises  liable  for 
the  satisfaction  of  the  said  rent  he  became  accountable  to 
the  plaintiffs  for  the  arrears  of  rent,  whether  he  left  goods 
remaining  on  the  said  premises  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  said 
arrears,  or  did  not ; his  liability  accruing  on  the  removal  of 
any  part  of  such  goods,  rent  being  in  arrear,  without  paying 
such  rent,  the  plaintiffs  being  entitled  to  their  full  remedy 
against  all  the  goods  on  the  premises,  and  not  being  liable 
to  have  that  remedy  prejudiced,  or  injured,  or  reduced,  by 
the  removal  of  any  part  of  such  goods  before  the  rent  be 
paid  : that  the  defendant  was  bound,  before  removing  any 
part  of  the  goods,  to  pay  the  arrears  of  rent : that  removing 
any  part  of  the  goods  without  doing  so  made  the  defendant 
liable  for  the  rent  in  arrear,  and  that  if  necessary  the  de- 
fendant should  have  enquired  of  the  plaintiffs  and  ascer- 
tained the  amount  of  rent  in  arrear. 

The  defendant  joined  in  demurrer,  and  gave  notice  of  the 
following,  among  other  exceptions  to  the  declaration : — 

As  to  the  first  count,  that  it  is  not  sufficient  to  aver  that 
the  coroner  had  notice  that  rent  was  in  arrear  after  the 
removal  of  the  goods  from  the  premises : that  it  should  have 
been  averred  that  the  coroner  had  notice  of  the  rent  being 
in  arrear  after  the  seizure,  but  before  removal  and  sale. 
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As  to  the  second  count,  that  it  should  have  contained  an 
averment  that  the  coroner  had  notice  that  there  was  rent  in 
arrear  before  the  removal  of  the  goods  from  the  premises. 

The  judgment  in  the  county  court  was  in  favour  of  the 
defendant,  on  the  ground  that  both  counts  in  the  declara- 
tion were  bad  for  not  averring  that  notice  was  given  to  the 
coroner,  before  the  removal  of  the  goods,  of  the  landlord’s 
claim  for  rent,  (a) 

From  this  decision  the  plaintiff  appealed. 

Read,  Q.  C.,  for  the  appellants,  cited  Andrews  v.  Dixon, 
3 B.  & Al.  645  ; Armitt  v.  Garnett,  lb.  440  ; Riseley  v.  Ryle, 
11  M.  W.  16;  Waring  v.  Dewberry,  1 Str.  97;  Lane  v. 
Crockett,  7 Price  566;  Forster  v.  Cookson,  1 Q.  B.  419; 
Thurgood  v.  Richardson,  7 Bing.  428;  Cocker  v.  Musgrove, 
9 Q.  B.  223;  Colyer  v.  Speer,  4 Moore  473;  Arch.  L.  & T. 
247,  250  ; Ch.  Arch.  Prac.  598;  Saund.  PI.  & Ev.  888. 

A.  S.  Kirkpatrick , contra,  cited  Arch.  T.  T.  250.  251; 
Woodf.  L.  & T.  406 ; Foster  v.  Hilton,  1 Dowl.  35;  Smith 
v.  Russell,  3 Taunt.  400. 

Robinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

We  gather  from  the  cases  cited, and  from  others, that  though 
the  court  sometimes  gives  the  landlord  the  benefit  of  the  statute 
8 Anne,  ch.  14,  by  a rule  upon  the  sheriff  to  pay  the  land- 
lord his  year’s  rent  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  execution,  yet 
this  is  merely  done  by  way  of  giving  him  a more  convenient 
and  less  expensive  remedy  than  by  action;  and  we  do  not  think 
we  are  at  liberty  to  infer  that  such  a rule  would  be  made  except 
in  a case  in  which  an  action  would  lie  upon  the  statute,  for 
if  the  statute  has  not  been  violated,  then  the  execution  credi- 
tor could  not  be  made  to  lose  any  part  of  the  proceeds  of 
the  execution.  Then  we  find  it  in  many  cases  laid  down 
that  if  the  sheriff  had  notice  or  knowledge  of  the  claim  for 
rent  at  any  time  before  he  has  sold  the  goods,  or  before  he 
has  paid  over  the  proceeds  to  the  execution  creditor,  he  is 
bound  to  retain  and  pay  over  the  rent  to  the  landlord.  We 


(a)  The  decision  in  the  county  court  is  reported  in  the  Upper  Canada 
Law  Journal,  v.ol.  vi.,  p.  280. 
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conclude,  therefore,  that  in  any  such  case  an  action  will  lie 
under  the  statute,  and  the  case  of  Andrews  v.  Dixon,  (8  B. 
& Al.  645,)  is  a case  in  which  an  action  was  brought  upon 
the  statute  under  just  such  circumstances,  and  was  sus- 
tained by  the  court. 

We  do  not  see  the  form  of  the  declaration  in  that  case, 
and  cannot,  therefore,  say  whether  it  averred  notice  before 
the  removal  of  the  goods  or  not.  If  it  did,  it  wrould  have 
been  contrary  to  the  fact,  and  we  cannot  suppose  that  the 
court  would  have  held  it  to  be  necessary  that  the  declara- 
tion should  contain  an  averment  contrary  to  the  truth  of 
the  case.  We  think  the  cases  are  to  be  reconciled  by  the 
observation  made  by  Baron  Parke  in  Biseley  v.  Byle,  (11 
M.  & W.  21.)  “ It  is  clear,”  he  said,  “ the  statute  does  not 

mean  the  original  taking,  but  that  there  shall  not  be  a sub- 
stantial taking  for  the  satisfaction  of  the  debt,  that  is,  by  the 
removal  and  sale  of  the  goods,  without  payment  of  the  rent.” 

In  Andrews  v.  Dixon,  the  court  said,  “ No  specific  notice 
is  required  by  the  statute.  If  indeed  a sheriff  has  no  reason 
to  suppose  any  rent  to  be  due,  he  will  be  protected  in  case 
he  pays  over  the  money  to  the  execution  creditor.”  And 
again,  " The  notice  to  the  sheriff  is  only  for  the  purpose  of 
establishing  beyond  doubt  his  knowledge  of  the  landlord’s 
tlaim.  If  that  knowledge  can  by  any  other  means  be 
brought  home  to  him,  at  any  time  before  he  has  parted  with 
the  money , he  will  be  liable.” 

We  take  the  court  to  mean  by  this  that  he  will  be  liable 
to  an  action  under  the  statute,  and  not  only  liable  to  be 
ordered  on  motion  to  pay  the  money,  for  it  was  in  this  case 
in  an  action  under  the  statute  that  the  court  was  giving 
their  judgment. 

In  the  case  of  Biseley  v.  Byle,  which  we  before  cited, 
Lord  Abinger  remarked  that  the  statute  had  had  a construc- 
tion put  upon  it  by  the  cases,  and  the  uniform  practice,  on 
which  they  would  be  unwilling  to  throw  a doubt.  When  we 
look  at  the  statute  8 Aune,  cl*.  14,  we  see  that  by  it  strictly 
the  sheriff  is  made  liable  if  he  removes  the  goods  without 
paying  the  rent,  without  a word  said  about  notice,  and  then 
we  see  that  in  this  declaration  this  is  what  is  charged 
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against  the  sheriff,  so  that  the  declaration  contains  all  that 
the  statute  requires  to  make  the  sheriff  liable. 

It  is  true  that  in  addition  to  this  the  courts  have  by  their 
decisions  engrafted  upon  the  statute  the  condition,  in  favour 
of  the  sheriff,  that  a notice  shall  be  given  him,  and  this 
notice  we  take  to  be  an  indispensable  averment,  so  that  if 
this  declaration  had  charged  the  sheriff  solely  on  the  ground 
of  his  removing  the  goods,  without  averring  notice  of  the 
rent  before  removal,  we  think  we  must  have  held  the  de- 
claration to  be  bad  But  in  this  case  the  plaintiffs  carry 
their  case  farther,  and  complain  of  the  sheriff  for  going  on 
and  selling  the  goods  after  he  had  notice  of  the  plaintiffs’ 
claim  for  rent,  and  yet  not  paying  them  their  claim.  And 
upon  such  a statement  of  facts  we  must,  we  think,  hold  that 
when  the  statute  requires  no  notice,  and  when  the  courts 
have  held  the  sheriff  liable  upon  a notice  given  after  re- 
moval, and  before  sale,  a notice  at  any  time  before  sale 
must  be  sufficient  in  law,  and  if  sufficient  in  law,  then  the 
stating  the  facts  according  to  the  truth  must  be  sufficient. 

In  our  opinion  the  judgment  should  be  reversed,  for  it 
determines  the  declaration  to  be  bad ; and  we  think  the 
second  plea  is  not  a good  bar,  though  it  might  have  been 
sufficient  if  the  declaration  had  not  expressly  averred  notice 
before  the  sale  of  the  goods. 

The  fifth  plea  is  also  bad,  we  think,  for  several  of  the 
reasons  assigned. 

We  think,  therefore,  judgment  must  be  given  for  the 
plaintiffs  on  the  demurrer. 


Appeal  allowed. 
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Sarah  Spradburn  Williams,  Executrix,  Wm.  Fraser,  John 
Ogilvy,  and  James  Scott,  Executors,  of  J.  T.  Wil- 
liams, v.  Charles  Marshall. 

Promissory  note — Action  by  executors — Acceptance  of  order  on  one — Satis- 
faction. 

A.  being  sued  upon  a promissory  note  by  the  executors  of  W.,  as  bearers, 
pleaded  that  F.,  the  acting  executor,  being  the  holder  of  the  note,  ac- 
cepted an  order  drawn  by  one  D.  on  him,  in  favour  of  M.,  for  £60,  and 
that  M.  being  the  defendant’s  agent,  it  was  agreed  between  F.  and  M. 
that  the  note  should  be  paid  out  of  the  £50,  and  F.  thereupon  cancelled 
said  note. 

The  evidence  shewed  that  defendant  went  with  the  order  to  F.,  which 
F.  said  he  would  accept,  and  pay  the  note  out  of  it,  but  there  was  no 
acceptance  in  writing,  the  note  was  not  given  up,  and  the  order  was 
obtained  again  some  months  after  by  M’s.  executor. 

Held,  that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  recover,  and  that  a verdict  found 
for  defendant  must  be  set  aside. 

Appeal  from  the  county  court  of  Northumberland  and 
Durham. 

Declaration,  on  a promissory  note  for  £20,  dated  the  18th 
of  September,  1854,  made  by  defendant,  payable  ten  months 
after  date,  to  John  Gray,  or  bearer,  and  by  him  transferred 
to  plaintiffs. 

Pleas. — 1.  Payment  before  action.  2.  That  after  the 
said  note  became  due,  and  before  the  commencement  of 
this  suit,  the  plaintiff,  William  Fraser,  being  the  acting 
executor  of  the  said  will,  and  then  being  the  holder  thereof, 
accepted  an  order  drawn  by  one  John  Donovan  upon  him, 
and  in  favour  of  William  Marshall,  for  the  sum  of  £50  ; 
and  the  said  William  Marshall  being  the  defendant’s  agent, 
it  was  agreed  between  the  said  William  Eraser  and  the  said 
William  Marshall  that  the  said  promissory  note,  in  the  de- 
claration mentioned,  should  be  paid  and  satisfied  out  of  the 
said  sum  of  £50,  and  he,  the  said  William  Eraser,  then 
agreed  to  and  did  then  cancel  and  discharge  the  said  pro- 
missory note,  and  he,  the  defendant,  is  thereby  discharged 
from  the  payment  thereof. 

At  the  trial  the  following  evidence  was  given  upon  the 
part  of  the  defendant : — 

Simon  Marshall. — Is  brother  of  the  defendant ; knew 
JohnDonavan;  there  was  an  order  for  £50,  made  by  John 
Donovan  in  favour  of  Mr.  Marshall,  deceased,  on  Eraser, 
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one  of  the  plaintiffs.  It  was  for  lumber  furnished  to  Fraser : 
took  the  order  to  Fraser  for  acceptance  : Charles,  the  de- 
fendant, went  with  it : Charles  asked  Fraser  if , his  brother 
William  had  lifted  his  note  : shewed  him  Donovan’s  order  : 
Fraser  said  he  would  accept  the  order : Charles  asked  where 
the  note  was  : he  said  they  need  not  mind  that,  he  would  fix 
it.  The  note  was  to  be  paid  out  of  the  order,  and  the  bal- 
ance on  a lot  purchased  of  the  Williams’  estate  : he  said 
they  might  go  home,  he  would  make  it  all  right : the  order 
was  not  accepted  in  writing. 

Thomas  Little . — Went  to  Farser  about  the  note  : took 
Donovan’s  order  to  Fraser  : Fraser  said  it  was  all  right : he 
said  he  had  promised  to  pay  the  note  : that  he  would  do  so, 
and  he  would  pay  the  balance  in  three  or  four  weeks.  The 
note  was  settled  : the  order  was  left  with  Fraser’s  clerk,  as 
Fraser  had  directed  him  : he  said  he  would  pay  the  balance. 

George  Brogdin — Saw  the  order : it  was  in  witness’ 
possession : it  was  brought  to  witness  by  one  of  Marshall’s 
executors  : we  cannot  find  it  : it  was  brought  to  witness  to 
collect, 

John  Garceth. — Went  to  Fraser  about  the  payment  of  the 
order  twice : the  second  time  demanded  payment  of  the 
balance  of  the  order  : understood  it  was  to  be  turned  on  the 
lot:  got  one  order  from  Fraser's  office,  who  had  it  for  six  or 
eight  months. 

The  learned  judge  charged  the  jury  that  if  they  found 
that  the  order  was  left  with  Fraser  and  reseived  by  him  in 
payment  of  the  note,  and  that  he  was  acting  for  the  estate, 
then  their  verdict  should  be  for  defendant,  unless  they 
found  that  the  subsequent  return  of  the  order  to  Carveth 
was  intended  by  both  parties  as  cancelling  the  former 
arrangement. 

Scott,  for  the  plaintiff,  contended  that  he  should  charge  the 
jury  in  direct  terms  that  there  was  not  proof  of  payment. 

The  jury  found  for  defendant,  and  a rule  nisi  obtained  for 
a new  trial  was  afterwards  discharged,  whereupon  the  plain- 
tiffs appealed. 

Richards,  Q.  C.,  for  the  appellant,  cited  Collinson  v.  Lis- 
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ter,  7 De  G.  McN.  & G.  684  ; Liversidge  v.  Broadbent,  4 
H.  & N.  603.. 

Bethune,  contra,  cited  Wins,  on  Exrs.  840  ; McLeod  v. 
Drummond,  17  Yes.  154;  Farr  v.  Newman,  4 T.  R.  625, 
note  642,  645;  Kelsock  v.  Nicholson,  Cro.  Eliz.  478,  496; 
Belshaw  v.  Bush,  11  C.  B.  191  ; Hough  v.  May,  4 A.  & E. 
954. 

Robinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

We  think  a new  trial  ought  to  have  been  granted  in  this 
case,  and  that  judgment  should  be  reversed,  and  the  rule  for 
a new  trial  made  absolute  without  costs. 

If  the  defendant  had  transferred  or  given  up  to  Fraser  an 
order  of  Donovan,  in  favour  of  the  defendant,  upon  Fraser, 
for  an  amount  due  by  Fraser  to  Donovan,  though  on  his 
private  account,  and  if  Fraser  had,  in  consideration  of  such 
transfer  of  the  order,  given  up  to  the  defendant  the  note 
now  sued  upon,  then  the  case  cited  from  Cro.  Eliz.  496, 
Kelsock  v.  Nicholson,  might  have  applied;  though  whether 
in  that  case  the  note  would  have  been  thereby  satisfied,  or 
cancelled,  so  that  the  executors  could  not  sue  upon  it,  or 
demand  it  back,  it  is  not  necessary  to  decide. 

But  here  the  order  of  Donovan  wTas  in  favor  of  William 
Marshall,  not  of  the  defendant,  Charles  Marshall,  who  made 
the  note,  and  there  is  no  proof  of  a binding  acceptance  by 
Fraser,  nor  any  right  of  action  vested  in  the  executors 
against  any  one  upon  it ; and  besides  all  this,  the  order 
itself  has  been  demanded  back  by  William  Marshall  or  his 
executor,  and  has  been  given  up  by  Fraser.  All  that  was 
proved  in  fact  is  that  Fraser  when  the  order  was  left  with 
him,  said  that  he  would  settle  the  debt,  which  he  never  did, 
nor  ever  gave  up  the  note  sued  upon,  nor  discharged  the 
defendant  from  it. 


Appeal  allowed. 
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In  the  matter  of  the  Commercial  Bank  of  Canada, 
and  The  London  Gas  Company. 

Gas  Company — Obligation  to  supply  gas — Mandamus — Consol.  Stats.  C.,  ch. 

65,  sec.  65. 

A gas  company,  incorporated  under  the  Consol.  Stats.  C.,  ch.  65,  having 
made  a charge  for  a special  illumination,  which  was  disputed  as  exces- 
sive, refused  to  supply  gas  to  the  same  premises  for  ordinary  purposes 
until  their  claim  had  been  paid. 

Held , that  they  were  not  justified  in  taking  this  course,  but  that  a manda- 
mus would  not  lie,  as  the  statute  imposed  no  duty  ; and  that  the  only 
remedy  was  by  action. 

J.  Wilson , Q.  C.,  moved  for  a mandamus  nisi  to  compel 
the  London  Gas  Company  to  supply  the  Commercial  Bank 
of  Canada  with  gas,  for  their  banking  house  and  premises 
in  the  City  of  London. 

The  bank  had  employed  the  London  Gas  Company  to 
illuminate  their  building  on  the  nights  of  the  12th  and  13th 
of  September,  on  the  occasion  of  the  visit  of  His  Royal 
Highness  the  Prince  of  Wales  to  that  city;  and  on  the  24th 
of  October  following,  the  gas  company  rendered  their  ac- 
count to  the  hank  for  this  service,  charging  as  follows  : “To 
gas  supplied  for  illumination  on  the  12th  and  13th  of  Sep- 
tember, 1860,  use  of  meters,  pipes,  cocks,  elbows,  &c.,  also 
expense  laying  and  taking  up  service  pipes,  &c.,  $75.” 

The  bank  agent  thought  the  charge  excessive  and  resisted 
it.  The  building  which  had  been  illuminated  was  a new 
bank,  lately  erected  in  the  city  of  London,  which  had  not 
yet  been  lighted  with  gas  for  ordinary  purposes,  and  on  the 
2nd  of  November,  1860,  the  building  being  then  ready  to 
receive  gas  lights,  the  manager  of  the  bank  wrote  to  the 
manager  of  the  gas  company  to  say  that  the  bank  wished 
gas  to  be  put  into  their  new  building  without  delay,  in  order 
to  test  the  pipes,  and  to  enable  the  plumber  to  finish  his 
work  according  to  his  contract,  stating  also  that  there  would 
be  thirty  or  possibly  thirty-five  lights  required. 

The  manager  of  the  gas  company  replied  in  writing, 
“that  it  was  an  imperative  rule  of  the  company  not  to 
supply  gas  to  any  premises  unless  all  arrears  due  on  the 
same  be  first  paid,  and  that  the  gas  company  declined  com- 
plying with  his  request  till  their  claim  be  first  paid  off,” 
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alluding,  no  doubt,  to  the  bill  which  had  been  rendered  for 
the  special  service  of  illuminating  on  the  12th  and  18th  of 
September. 

The  bank  manager  made  affidavit  that  the  building  was 
one  which  had  been  lately  erected  at  a cost  of  more  than 
$30,000,  and  that  the  bank  had  caused  it  to  be  furnished 
with  the  necessary  pipes  and  gas  fittings:  that  he  had  not 
paid  the  bill  because  he  was  informed  that  it  was  greatly 
excessive,  and  beiieved  it  to  be  so  : that  he  had  always  been 
willing  to  submit  to  a legal  decision,  and  to  pay  into  court 
in  the  meantime  a sum  sufficient  to  cover  the  amount,  and 
any  expenses  that  might  be  incurred  in  obtaining  a decision, 
but  that  the  agent  of  the  gas  company  had  declined  to  sue 
on  the  account,  and  desired  to  compel  the  bank  to  submit 
to  his  charge  by 'holding  it  as  a lien  upon  the  property,  and 
refusing  to  supply  gas  for  ordinary  consumption  till  it  was 
paid. 

An  affidavit  was  made  also  by  the  solicitor  of  the  bank, 
to  the  effect  that  the  gas  company  was  in  full  operation : 
that  the  public  streets  and  public  and  private  buildings  in 
the  immediate  neighbourhood  of  the  bank  were  all  lighted 
with  gas  : that  he  offered  to  the  agent  for  the  gas  company 
to  pay  into  court  $75  or  $100,  pending  a legal  decision  on 
the  charge  made,  and  to  pay  in  advance  any  sum  that  might 
be  considered  sufficient  for  supplying  the  bank  with  gas  for 
a quarter,  and  to  pay  also  the  expense  of  laying  a pipe  from 
the  main  pipe  in  the  street  to  the  bank  building,  all  of  which 
offers  the  agent  declined,  and  he  refused  to  supply  the  gas 
as  requested. 

Robinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

We  are  not  satisfied  that  the  charge  in  question  is  exces- 
sive, or  so  much  so  as  to  make  it  worth  while  for  the  bank 
to  resist  it,  but  that  is  a matter  for  their  consideration,  and 
on  which  it  does  not  rest  with  this  court  to  determine. 
Whether  it  is  excessive  or  not,  we  think  the  gas  company  is 
not  right  in  assuming  that  they  are  justified  by  the  65th  sec- 
tion of  the  Gas  Companies’  Act,  (Consol.  Stats.  C.,  ch.  65,) 
in  withholding  the  supply  of  gas  till  this  account  is  settled. 
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That  clause  applies  only,  as  its  language  shews,  to  cases 
where  a customer  of  the  gas  company  has  neglected  or  re- 
fused to  pay  arrears  due  for  gas  supplied  in  the  ordinary 
course,  at  the  regular  and  known  rate  of  charge. 

This  is  a charge  made  for  a special  service,  which  it 
must  be  open  to  the  bank  to  dispute  without  being  exposed 
to  be  deprived  of  light  till  they  have  submitted  to  any 
charge  which  the  gas  company  might  choose  to  make* 
It  cannot  be  contended  that  if  the  gas  company  or  their 
agent  had  chosen  to  charge  $750,  instead  of  $75,  the  bank 
had  no  alternative  but  to  submit  to  it,  or  to  have  the  supply 
of  gas  for  ordinary  purposes  stopped  or  withheld. 

Our  opinion  therefore  is  that  the  gas  company  are  not 
pursuing  a reasonable  course,  or  one  in  which  the  law  can 
uphold  them. 

But  still  there  is  the  question,  whether  this  is  a proper 
case  for  a mandamus,  and  we  think  it  is  not,  for  the  statute 
does  not  in  terms  make  it  imperative  on  the  gas  company 
to  supply  gas  to  any  one  that  desires  it.  They  stand  in  that 
respect  on  the  same  ground  as  a railway  company  would  that 
should  refuse  to  carry  goods  for  a particular  party, or  to  carry 
a particular  passenger.  In  both  cases  the  party  whom  the 
company  refuses  to  serve  may  have  a clear  right  to  sue  for 
damages;  but  that  would  be,  not  for  refusing  to  do  any 
thing  that  the  statute  directly  prescribes,  for  the  statute 
may  be  silent  on  the  subject,  but  for  wrongfully  refusing 
to  discharge  a duty  incumbent  upon  them  upon  common" 
law  principles.  In  such  cases  a mandamus  is  not  the  pro- 
per course,  but  the  party  complaining  must  seek  his  remedy 
at  common  law  by  action. 

If  the  duty  should  be  held  to  be  clearly  incumbent  upon 
the  company,  a jury  will  have  ample  power  to  do  justice  to 
the  party  complaining,  and  will  hardly  fail  to  do  so.  If  the 
duty  be  not  clear,  then  there  could  be  no  pretence  for  a 
mandamus. 

Buie  refused,  (a) 


(a)  See  The  Hoddesdon  Gas  Company,  (Limited,)  Appellants,  and 
Haselwood,  Respondent,  6 C.  B.  N.  S.  239. 


586  queen’s  BENCH,  MICHAELMAS  TERM,  24  VIC.,  1860. 

Evans  et  al.  v.  Morley. 

Promissory  note — Lottery — Pleading. 

Declaration  on  a promissory  note  for  £15,  payable  to  G.,  or  bearer. 

Pleas. — 1.  That  before  the  making  of  said  note,  G.  did  corruptly  and 
against  the  statute  bold  a lottery  of  land,  and  did  sell  and  dispose  of 
the  tickets  for  £15  each,  and  that  defendant  purchased  one,  for  which 
this  note  was  given.  2.  Alleging  the  same  facts,  and  adding,  that  the 
plaintiffs  when  they  took  the  note  had  notice  and  knowledge  of  the 
premises,  and  became  the  bearers  of  it  after  it  fell  due,  without  con- 
sideration, and  always  held  and  now  hold  the  same  without  considera- 
tion. 8.  That  the  note  was  given  for  a certain  parcel  of  land,  which 
was  won  by  unlawfully  gaming  and  playing,  contrary  to  the  statute. 
4.  That  defendant  was  induced  to  make  the  note  by  the  fraud  of  said 
G.  and  others,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  took  it  after  it  became  due,  with- 
out consideration,  and  with  full  knowlege  of  the  premises. 

Held , on  demurrer,  first  and  third  pleas  bad,  second  and  fourth  pleas  good. 

This  was  an  action  removed  by  certiorari  from  the  first 
Division  Court  of  Frontenac,  Lennox,  and  Addington. 

Declaration. — That  the  defendant  on  the  2nd  of  July, 
1856,  by  his  promissory  note,  now  overdue,  promised  to 
pay  Henry  G.  Gillespie,  or  bearer,  the  sum  of  £15,  twelve 
months  after  date,  and  the  plaintiffs  became  the  bearer 
thereof,  but  the  defendant  did  not  pay  the  same. 

Pleas. — 1.  That  befor.3  the  making  of  the  said  note  the 
said  Henry  G.  Gillespie  did,  corruptly,  and  against  the 
form  of  the  statute  in  that  behalf,  set  up  and  hold  in  the 
town  of  Belleville  a lottery  of  land  situate  in  the  county  of 
Hastings,  and  did  sell  and  dispose  of  the  tickets  of  the  said 
lottery  at  £15  each  : that  he,  the  defendant,  bought  and 
purchased  one  of  the  said  tickets,  for  which  ticket  the  said 
note  was  made  and  given. 

2.  That  before  the  making  of  the  said  note  the  said 
Henry  G.  Gillespie  did  set  up  and  hold  in  the  town  of  Belle- 
ville a lottery  of  land  situate  in  the  county  of  Hastings,  and 
did  sell  and  dispose  of  the  tickets  of  the  said  lottery  at  £15 
each : that  he,  the  defendant,  bought  and  procured  of  the 
said  Henry  G.  Gillespie  one  of  the  said  tickets,  for  which 
ticket  the  note  declared  on  was  made  and  given  by  the 
defendant  to  the  said  Henry  G.  Gillespie  : that  the  plain- 
tiffs when  they  became  the  bearers  of  the  said  note  had 
notice  and  knowledge  of  the  premises,  and  became  the 
bearers  of  the  said  note  after  it  fell  due,  and  without  any 
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value  or  consideration  therefor,  and  always  held  and  now 
hold  the  said  note  without  value  or  consideration. 

8.  That  the  said  promissory  note  was  made  and  given 
by  the  defendant  for  the  consideration  of  a certain  parcel 
of  land  of  great  value,  situate  in  the  township  of  Elzivir, 
and  which  said  parcel  of  land  was  won  by  unlawfully  gaming 
and  playing,  against  the  form  of  the  statute  in  that  behalf. 

4.  That  he,  the  defendant,  was  induced  to  make  the  said 
note  by  the  fraud,  covin,  and  misrepresentation  of  the  said 
Henry  G.  Gillespie  and  others,  and  that  the  plaintiff  held 
and  took  the  same  after  it  became  due,  and  without  value 
or  consideration,  and  with  full  knowledge  of  the  premises. 

Demurrer. — That  none  of  the  said  pleas  shew  the  said 
note  to  be  void,  and  if  not  void  the  plaintiffs  ought  to  re- 
cover, notwithstanding  the  averments  in  the  said  several 
pleas. 

That  as  to  the  first  plea,  it  is  inconsistent  with  the  alle’ 
gations  therein  that  the  plaintiffs  received  the  said  note  bona 
fide,  for  value,  before  it  became  due,  and  without  notice. 

That  as  to  the  second  plea,  it  is  inconsistent  with  the 
allegations  therein  that  the  plaintiffs  received  the  said  note 
from  some  person,  other  than  the  said  Henry  G.  Gillespie,, 
and  that  such  person  had  become  the  bona  fide  holder 
thereof  for  value,  and  without  notice. 

That  the  third  plea  states  a good  consideration  received 
by  the  defendant  for  the  said  note,  namely,  a parcel  of  land,, 
and  does  not  allege  that  the  giving  of  the  note  therefor  was 
in  any  way  connected  with  the  alleged  unlawful  gaming; 
and  in  any  way  connected  with  the  alleged  unlawful  gam- 
ing; and  it  is  inconsistent  with  the  truth  of  the  said  plea, 
that  the  unlawful  gaming  had  taken  place  after  the  said 
note  was  given,  and  that  the  land  had  been  won  from  the 
defendant  by  such  unlawful  gaming,  not  by  him;  or  that 
such  unlawful  gaming  had  taken  place  between  other  par- 
ties, with  wThom  the  defendant  might  have  no  privity. 

That  the  fourth  plea  is  bad  on  the  same  grounds  as  above 
alleged  as  to  the  second  plea. 

Campbell,  Q.  C , for  the  demurrer,  cited  Wallbridge  v. 
Becket  et  ah,  18  U.  C.  B.  396;  Arbouin  v.  Anderson,  1 
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Q.  B.  498;  Bartlett  v.  Benson,  14  M.  & W.  733;  Noel  v. 
Rich,  2 Cr.  M.  & R.  360;  Adams  v.  Jones,  12  A.  & E.  455. 

Richards , Q.  C.  contra,  cited  Bank  of  Montreal  v. 
Cameron,  17  U.  C.  R.  638. 

Robinson,  C.  J.  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

The  first  plea  is  bad,  we  think,  because  it  assumes  that 
the  note  being  given  for  the  price  of  a lottery  ticket  would 
be  bad  even  in  the  hands  of  a bona  fide  holder  of  the  note, 
for  value,  and  having  no  notice  when  he  took  it  of  the 
alleged  consideration  for  which  it  had  been  made.  This 
would  clearly  not  be  the  case  under  the  lottery  act  which 
must  govern  here,  (the  English  statute,)  for  it  does  not 
make  void  the  securities  given  on  account  of  such  transac- 
tions, and  therefore  did  not  affect  innocent  holders  of  nego- 
tiable notes,  neither  indeed  does  our  own  statute,  19  Vic., 
ch.  49,  which,  however,  was  not  in  force  when  this  note 
was  made. 

The  second  plea  in  our  opinion  is  sufficient. 

The  third  plea  we  think  is  insufficient,  for  it  does  not  state 
that  there  was  any  unlawful  gaming  out  of  which  this  note 
grew,  but  only  that  the  land  for  which  it  wras  given  was  “ won 
by  gaming,”  which  alleged  fact  has  no  apparent  connection 
with  the  giving  of  this  note.  If  the  defendant  had  won  the 
land  at  play,  he  would  not  have  had  occasion  to  give  his 
note  for  it. 

For  all  that  appears  the  defendant  means  nothing  more 
than  that  Gillespie,  who  sold  the  land  to  the  defendant, 
had  won  it  by  gambling  from  somebody  else,  which  could 
not  affect  the  plaintiffs’  right  to  recover  on  the  note. 

The  fourth  plea  we  have  no  doubt  is  sufficient. 

In  the  argument  of  this  case  the  defendant’s  counsel 
rested  upon  the  case  of  the  Montreal  Bank  v.  Cameron, 
decided  in  this  court,  as  determining  the  sufficiency  of  the 
■second  and  fourth  pleas  in  this  case.  There  is,  however, 
this  difference  between  the  two,  that  the  plaintiffs  had  in  that 
case  set  fourth  in  the  declararation  how  they  acquired  the  bill 
they  were  suing  upon — namely,  by  endorsement  by  one 
Bales — but  this  declaration  dees  not  disclose  the  plaintiffs’ 
title  otherwise  than  in  general  terms,  as  being  the  bearers. 
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Por  all  that  is  stated  the  note  may  have  come  to  the  plain- 
tiffs after  it  had  passed  through  many  hands,  for  value; 
but  still  we  think  these  pleas  sufficient,  for  they  aver  that 
the  plaintiff  took  the  note  after  it  became  due,  with  know- 
ledge of  the  illegality,  and  giving  no  value  for  it. 

We  refer  to  Bartlett  v.  Benson,  (14  M.  & W.  787,) 
as  supporting  the  judgment  given  in  Montreal  Bank  v. 
Cameron. 

Judgment  for  plaintiffs  on  demurrer  to 
1st  and  8rd  pleas,  and  for  defendant 
on  demurrer  to  2nd  and  fourth  pleas. 


Stebbins  v.  Anderson. 

Commission  to  take  evidence — Affidavit  of  execution. 

A commission  to  take  evidence  issued  to  one  G.,  of  the  City  of  Hartford, 
in  tiie  United  States,  to  take  the  evidence  of  one  S.  of  the  said  city. 
It  was  returned  with  an  affidavit  of  the  commissioner  of  due  execu- 
tion, sworn  at  Hartford  before  the  mayor  of  that  city,  but  there  was 
nothing  in  the  affidavit  to  shew  that  the  witness  was  examined  there. 
Held , sufficient. 

Quaere,  whether  it  is  essential  that  the  affidavit  shall  be  sworn  before  the 
mayor,  &c.,  of  the  place  where  the  evidence  is  taken. 

Action  on  a bond  executed  by  the  defendant,  with  a con- 
dition that  one  Anderson  should  conduct  himself  faithfully 
as  agent  of  the  plaintiff  for  selling  books,  pay  over  all 
moneys,  &c. 

Plea,  performance  of  condition. 

At  the  trial,  at  Toronto,  before  Richards , J.,  the  plaintiff, 
to  prove  his  case,  relied  on  evidence  taken  in  the  United 
States  of  America,  under  a commission. 

An  objection  was  taken  by  the  defendant  to  the  admission 
of  the  evidence,  on  the  ground  that  the  affidavit  of  due  tak- 
ing of  the  testimony  under  the  commission  was  insufficient. 

The  ground  of  exception  was  that  the  affidavit  did  not 
appear  to  have  been  sworn  before  a person  competent  to 
administer  the  oath  for  that  purpose. 

The  evidence  was  taken  subject  to  the  objection,  and  the 
plaintiff  recovered  a verdict  for  £150. 

The  commission  to  take  evidence  issued  from  this  court, 
directed  to  George  Shepard  Gilman,  of  the  city  of  Hartford, 
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in  the  state  of  Connecticut,  in  the  United  States  of  America, 
authorizing  him  to  examine  one  Simeon  S.  Scranton,  of 
the  said  city  of  Hartford,  a witness  in  this  cause,  on  behalf 
of  the  plaintiff,  at  a certain  day  and  place,  or  certain  days 
and  places,  to  be  appointed  by  him. 

The  commission  contained  a direction  to  the  commis- 
sioner, that  before  he  entered  upon  he  examination  of  the 
witness  he  should  take  an  oath,  of  which  the  form  was  en- 
dorsed, before  the  mayor  of  the  said  city  of  Hartford,  faith- 
fully and  without  partiality  to  take  the  examination  and 
deposition  of  the  witness. 

It  was  not  stated  in  the  paper  containing  the  answers  to 
the  interrogatories  at  what  place  the  witness  was  examined. 

The  commissioner  certified  that  before  proceeding  with 
the  examination  of  the  witness  he  took  the  oath  prescribed 
in  the  commission,  and  that  the  sheet  on  which  this  certi- 
ficate was  written  contained  a true  statement  of  the  evi- 
dence of  the  witness,  Scranton. 

There  was  also  returned,  with  the  commission,  an  affi- 
davit of  the  commissioner  that  he  had  duly  and  faithfully 
executed  the  annexed  commission,  and  that  the  return 
thereto  contained  a true  statement  of  the  evidence,  as  taken 
by  him  under  and  in  pursuance  of  the  said  commission. 
There  was  nothing  on  the  face  of  this  affidavit  to  indicate 
where  it  was  sworn,  or  where  the  examination  of  the  wit- 
ness was  taken,  nor  was  there  any  day  mentioned  on  which 
the  examination  was  stated  to  have  taken  place. 

Under  the  affidavit  of  the  commissioner  was  written: 

State  of  Connecticut,  City  of  Hartford, 
Mayor’s  office,  October  16,  1860. 

Personally  appeared  George  Shepard  Gilman,  subscriber 
to  the  above  affidavit,  and  made  oath  to  the  truth  of  the 
same  by  him  subscribed;  and  I also  certify  that  I adminis- 
tered to  him  the  oath  prescribed  in  number  two,  annexed 
to  this  commission,  before  me. 

Henry  C.  Deming, 

Mayor  of  the  city  of  Hartford. 

McMichael  moved  for  a new  trial  for  the  improper  recep- 
tion of  evidence. 
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R.  A.  Harrison  shewed  cause,  and  cited  Hibbert  v.  John- 
ston, 6 0.  S.  635  ; Farrel  v.  Stephens,  17  U.  C.  R.  250 ; 
McLeod  v.  Torrance,  8 U.  C.  R.  146 ; Atkins  v.  Palmer,  4 
B.  & Al.  877 ; Simms  v.  Henderson,  11  Q.  B.  1015,  1025  ; 
Doe  Lemoine  v.  Raymond,  5 0.  S.  337  ; Boe  Park  v.  Hen- 
derson, 7 U.  C.  R.  188;  Broom  Leg.  Max.  729;  Consol- 
Stats.  U.  C.  ch.  32,  secs.  19,  20,  21. 

Robinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

In  the  Consolidated  Statutes  of  Upper  Canada,  ch.  32,  sec. 
21,  it  is  provided  that  “ In  case  the  examination  of  any  wit- 
ness or  witnesses  taken  without  the  limits  of  Upper  Canada,, 
pursuant  to  any  such  commission,  be  proved  by  an  affidavit 
of  the  due  taking  of  such  examination  sworn  before  and  cer- 
tified by  the  mayor  or  chief  magistrate  of  the  city  or  place 
where  the  same  has  been  taken,  and  in  case  such  commission, 
with  such  examination  and  affidavit  thereto  annexed,  be 
returned  to  the  court  from  which  such  commission  issued T 
close  under  the  hand  and  seal  of  one  or  more  of  the  com- 
missioners, the  same  shall  prima  facie,  be  deemed  to  have 
been  dulytaken,  executed  andreturned,  and  shall  be  received 
as  evidence  in  the  cause,  unless  it  is  made  to  appear  to  the 
court  in  which  such  examination  is  returned  and  published* 
or  before  which  the  same  is  offered  in  evidence,  that  the  same 
was  not  duly  taken. 

It  is  not  objected  that  the  commission  and  evidence  were 
not  duly  taken  and  returned,  in  other  respect  than  that 
it  does  not  appear  on  the  face  of  the  proceedings  that  the 
witness  was  examined  in  the  city  of  Hartford,  and  so  it  did 
not  appear  to  the  court  that  the  affidavit  of  due  taking  “was 
sworn  before  and  certified  by  the  mayor  or  chief  magistrate 
of  the  city  or  place  where  the  examination  was  taken.” 

We  think  that  the  objection  taken  to  the  commission  was 
not  fatal,  for  that  we  may  properly  apply  the  principle 
“ omnia  prcesumuntur  rite  esse  acta  ” to  this  extent,  that 
we  may  assume  that  where  the  commissioner  and  the  witness 
both  lived  in  the  city  of  Hartford,  the  commissioner  ob- 
served the  direction  of  the  statute  in  going  before  the  chief 
magistrate  of  that  city,  to  make  the  affidavit  of  due  taking,, 
16  u.  o.  q.  b.  20. 
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rather  than  that  we  should  entertain  the  surmise  that  the 
commissioner  went  away  from  the  place  in  which  he  and 
the  witness  lived,  in  order  to  have  the  examination  taken 
elsewhere,  in  which  case  the  mayor  of  Hartford  might  not  be 
the  proper  person  to  swear  the  commissioner  to  the  affidavit. 

The  late  case,  In  re  Saunderson,  (29  L.  J.  C.  P.  264,) 
goes  far  to  support  the  plaintsff  s case  against  the  objection 
taken. 

And  it  is  material  to  observe  that  the  provision  in  the 
statute  as  to  the  affidavit  of  due  taking  being  sworn  before 
the  chief  magistrate  of  the  place  where  the  evidence  shall 
be  taken,  is  hardly  to  be  looked  upon  as  a direction  in  the 
statute,  but  rather  as  a permission,  for  the  sake  of  conve- 
nience, to  go  before  the  chief  magistrate  of  the  town  in 
which  the  duty  has  been  performed,  though  it  may  be  an 
obscure  and  inconsiderable  borough,  and  not  to  make  it 
necessary  to  go  a distance  in  order  to  get  the  certificate  of 
some  more  prominent  public  officer. 

Rule  discharged. 


Cross  v.  Goodman. 

■S 'eduction — Action  by  the  mother — Abatement  by  death — Consol.  Stats . U,  C , 

ch.  77,  sec.  3. 

Where  the  mother  of  the  person  seduced  brought  an  action  within  six 
months  from  the  birth  of  the  child,  held,  that  by  the  statute  the  master’s 
right  of  action  was  taken  away,  notwithstanding  that  the  suit  brought 
by  the  mother  had  abated,  owing  to  her  death  after  verdict  in  her  fa- 
vour had  been  set  aside,  and  before  a new  trial  granted  had  taken  place. 

Declaration  for  seduction  of  C.,  the  plaintiff’s  servant, 
alleging  the  birth  of  a child,  and  expenses  and  loss  of  ser- 
vice caused  to  the  plaintiff. 

Plea , that  at  the  time  of  the  birth  of  the  said  child  one 
H.  C.,  the  mother  of  the  said  C.,  was  resident  in  Upper 
Canada,  and  did  within  six  months  from  the  birth  of  the  said 
child  commence  an  action  against  the  now  defendant  for  the 
seduction  of  the  said  C.  ; and  the  defendant  further  says 
that  the  seduction  of  the  said  C.,  in  the  said  last  mentioned 
action  complained  of  by  the  said  H.C.,  and  the  trespass  and 
seduction  in  the  present  action  by  the  plaintiff  herein  com- 
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plained  of,  are  one  and  the  same,  and  not  different  tres- 
passes and  seductions. 

j Republication,  that  after  the  commencement  of  the  action 
by  the  mother  of  the  said  H.  C.,  in  the  said  third  plea  men- 
tioned, and  after  a verdict  therein  obtained  by  her  against 
the  said  defendant,  at  the  spring  assizes  for  the  county  of 
Lincoln,  in  the  year  1859,  the  said  defendant,  in  Easter 
Term  next  thereafter,  and  before  judgment,  applied  to  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  which  the  said  action  was  pending 
to  set  aside  the  said  verdict,  and  for  a new  trial,  and  ob- 
tained a rule  nisi  therefor,  on  grounds  disclosed  in  certain 
affidavits  then  filed  in  said  court:  that  the  said  rule  nisi  was 
enlarged  till  Trinity  Term  then  next  following:  that  the  said 
rule  was  in  said  Trinity  Term,  after  argument  by  counsel, 
made  absolute,  and  the  said  verdict  for  the  said  H.  C.  was 
set  aside  by  the  said  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  on  payment  of 
costs:  that  the  said  costs  were  afterwards  taxed  and  paid  by 
the  said  defendant:  that  after  the  said  verdict  was  set  aside 
and  costs  paid,  and  before  the  assizes  for  said  county  of 
Lincoln  next  following  the  said  Trinity  Term,  and  before 
any  second  trial  of  the  said  action  was  or  could  be  had,  to 
wit,  on  the  4th  of  October,  1859,  the  said  H.  C.  died,  whereby 
the  said  action  abated  ; and  the  said  C.  having  been  at  the 
time  of  the  said  seduction  the  servant  of  the  now  plaintiff, 
as  in  the  declaration  alleged,  the  said  plaintiff  would  have 
been  entitled  at  common  law,  and  is  now  entitled,  to  main- 
tain this  action  ; and  that  this  action  was  commenced  after 
the  death  of  the  said  Harriet  Chisholm,  and  after  the  said 
action  brought  by  her  had  abated  as  aforesaid,  and  after 
the  expiration  of  six  months  from  the  birth  of  the  child. 

Demurrer,  that  it  is  admitted  by  the  said  plea  that  the 
plaintiff  is  a person  who  but  for  the  statute  might  have  main- 
tained this  action,  and  the  fact  that  the  action  commenced 
by  the  mother  of  the  said  C.  has  abated,  as  stated  in  the  re- 
plication, does  not  take  the  case  out  of  the  operation  of  the 
statute  Consol.  Stats.  U.  C.,  ch.  77. 

Anderson,  for  the  demurrer. 

R.  A.  Harrison,  contra,  cited  Com.  Dig.  “Abatement'9 
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M.;  Smith  on  Actions,  3rd  Ed.  187  ; Sellon’s  Prac.,  vol.  ii., 
p.  401 ; Dwarris  on  Stats,  613 ; Whitfield  v.  Todd,  1 U.  C. 
R.  223;  L’Esperance  v.  Duchene,  8 U.  C.  R.  149. 

Robinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

The  question  brought  up  by  this  demurrer  is  whether  the 
circumstance  of  the  father  or  mother  of  a girl  who  has  been 
seduced  having  brought  an  action  within  six  months,  (the 
period  reserved  to  them  by  the  statute,)  disables  the  person 
with  whom  the  girl  was  living  as  a servant  at  the  time  of 
her  seduction  from  bringing  an  action,  as  he  might  have 
done  at  common  law,  or  as  he  might  have  done  under  the 
statute,  if  neither  the  father  nor  mother  had  ever  sued ; the 
fact  being,  as  in  this  case,  that  the  mother  being  resident 
in  Upper  Canada,  who  had  brought  an  action  within  six 
months,  died  before  verdict,  or,  which  we  take  to  be  the  same 
thing,  died  after  a verdict  had  been  given  in  her  favour, 
which  was  afterwards  set  aside  and  a new  trial  granted, 
which  never  took  place  in  consequence  of  her  death. 

It  is  assumed  by  the  plaintiff  in  his  answer  to  defendant’s 
plea,  that  the  action  of  the  mother  abated,  and  could  not 
be  revived  at  the  instance  and  in  the  name  of  her  executor 
or  administrator. 

The  provision  in  the  third  clause  of  the  statute,  ch.  77, 
Consol.  Stats.  U.  C.,  is  this:  “ Any  person,  other  than  the 
father  or  mother,  who  by  reason  of  the  relation  of  master, 
or  otherwise,  would  have  been  entitled  at  common  law  to 
maintain  an  action  for  the  seduction  of  an  unmarried  fe- 
male, may  still  maintain  such  action,  if  the  father  or  mo- 
ther be  not  resident  in  Upper  Canada  at  the  time  of  the  birth 
of  the  child,  which  may  be  born  in  consequence  of  such  seduc- 
tion, or  being  resident  therein  does  not  bring  an  action  for  the, 
seduction  within  six  months  from  the  birth  of  such  child.” 

In  the  case  before  us,  the  mother  of  the  girl  seduced  being 
resident  in  Upper  Canada,  sued  the  defendant  for  the  injury 
accruing  to  her  by  the  seduction,  bringing  her  action  within 
six  months.  Taking  the  statute  literally,  that  disabled  any 
person  from  bringing  an  action  afterwards  as  the  master  of 
the  young  woman;  and  we  think  it  is  no  sufficient  answer  to- 
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reply  that  the  action  brought  by  the  mother  abated  by  her 
death,  after  there  had  been  a trial  and  a verdict  rendered 
in  her  favour,  which  upon  the  application  of  the  defendant 
was  set  aside  on  payment  of  costs. 

Not  only  the  very  words  of  the  statute,  but  the  reason  of 
the  thing  also,  in  our  opinion,  prevent  our  holding  that  the 
plea  is  well  answered  by  such  replication.  The  defendant 
should  not  be  twice  liarrassed  for  the  same  cause  of  action; 
that  is,  we  mean  by  two  persons  having  no  privity  with 
each  other.  If  neither  parent  had  sued  within  six  months, 
then  the  plaintiff  might  have  sued,  but  the  mother  having 
sued,  we  think  the  right  of  action  thereby  vested  in  her, 
and  the  defendant  being  put  to  the  expense  of  defending 
himself  in  that  suit  so  far  as  it  went,  cannot  in  our  opinion 
be  attacked  in  an  action  by  another  party  for  the  same  in- 
jury, and  an  action  brought  and  attempted  to  be  sustained 
contrary  to  the  language  of  the  act. 

We  think  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  judgment,  for  the 
replication  is  not  a good  answer  to  the  plea. 

Judgment  for  defendant  on  demurrer. 


The  Queen  v.  Armstrong. 

Indictment — Breach  of  trust — Consol.  Stats . C.,  ch.  92,  sec.  44 — Meaning  of 
the  word  “ agents  ” in  that  clause. 

The  indictment  charged  that  one  M.  entrusted  to  defendant,  then  being 
an  agent,  a promissory  note  of  one  R.,  for  $200,  for  the  special  purposes 
of  receiving  £6  thereon  from  A.,  and  that  defendant,  contrary  to  the 
purpose  for  which  said  note  was  entrusted  to  him,  did  unlawfully 
negotiate  and  convert  the  same  to  his  own  use. 

It  appeared  that  R.  had  made  the  note  for  A’s.  accommodation,  and  A. 
being  indebted  to  one  C.  in  £6,  it  was  agreed  that  he  should  deposit 
this  note  with  M.  to  secure  the  payment.  Defendant,  by  C’s.  order,  got 
the  note  from  M.  on  condition  that  he  should  give  it  up  to  A.  on  the 
£6  peing  paid.  A.  afterwards  paid  this  sum  to  defendant,  but  defend- 
ant kept  the  note  and  sued  R.  upon  it,  alleging  that  he  was  entitled  to 
do  so  by  some  arrangement  with  R.;  which  the  jury  found  was  not  the 
case,  and  they  convicted  defendant. 

Held,  that  the  conviction  could  not  be  sustained,  for  defendant  was  not  an 
agent  within  the  meaning  of  the  act,  which  refers  only  to  general  agents 
of  the  descriptions  specified ; and  semble,  that  upon  the  evidence  he  was 
not  M’s.  agent,  or  guilty  of  any  breach  of  trust  towards  him. 

The  indictment  alleged  that  on  the  10th  of  January,  1858, 
at,  &c.,  James  Macdonald  did  entrust  to  Robert  Armstrong, 
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for  the  special  purpose  of  receiving  the  sum  of  six  pounds 
thereon  from  one  Robert  Arthurs,  the  said  Robert  Arm- 
strong then  being  an  agent,  a promissory  note  of  one 
Christopher  Rowe,  for  the  payment  of  two  hundred  dollars* 
without  any  authority  to  him,  the  said  Robert  Armstrong, 
to  sell,  negotiate,  transfer  or  pledge  the  said  promissory 
note;  and  that  the  said  Robert  Armstrong,  agent,  as  afore- 
said, on  the  said  first  day  of  April,  1860,  in  violation  of 
good  faith,  and  contrary  to  the  object  and  purpose  for 
which  such  promissory  note  ws  entrusted  to  him  as  afore- 
said, unlawfully  did  negotiate  and  convert  to  his  own  use 
and  benefit  the  said  promissory  note. 

At  the  trial,  at  Toronto,  before  Richards , J.,  the  facts 
appearing  applicable  to  the  points  raised  were  as  follows: 
— One  Christopher  Rowe,  at  the  request  of  one  Robert 
Arthurs,  on  the  5th  of  January,  1858,  made  a promissory 
note  for  £50,  for  Arthurs’  accommodation.  Arthurs  was  in- 
debted to  one  Cool,  ajbailiff  at  Brampton,  in  about  six  pounds 
currency,  for  his  fees  and  expenses  on  an  execution  in  his 
hands  against  Arthurs,  on  which  he  had  seized  Arthurs’  cat- 
tle. Cool  offered  to  give  up  the  cattle  to  Arthurs,  and  to 
give  him  two  weeks  time  to  pay  the  six  pounds,  if  he  would 
leave  Rowe’s  note  for  fifty  pounds  above  referred  to  in  the 
hands  of  one  James  Macdonald,  at  Brampton,  as  security. 
The  note  was  left  with  Macdonald  on  the  terms  that  if 
Cool’s  costs  were  not  paid  by  the  time  ageeed  upon  he  was 
to  give  up  the  note  to  Cool,  who  was  to  return  it  to  Arthurs 
when  his  costs  were  paid.  The  defendant,  Armstrong,  also 
had  several  executions  against  Arthurs’  property,  and  Cool 
desired  him  to  get  the  note  for  £50  above  referred  to  from 
Macdonald,  and  when  his  costs  of  six  pounds  were  paid  to 
give  up  the  note.  Macdonald  refused  to  give  the  note 
up  to  defendant  until  Cool  gave  him  directions  so  to 
do.  Cool  then  directed  him  to  give  the  note  to  defend- 
ant, on  the  terms  that  he  was  to  give  it  up  to  Arthurs 
on  Cool’s  costs  being  paid  to  the  defendant.  The  note 
was  then  given  to  defendant  on  these  terms.  This  was 
about  the  middle  of  January,  1858.  On  the  18th  of  Jan- 
uary of  the  same  year  Arthurs  paid  defendant  the  whole 
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of  Cool’s  costs,  and  on  the  15th  of  January  the  defendant 
had  agreed  to  give  the  note  (£50)  to  Rowe  on  Cool’s  costs 
being  paid.  Defendant  was  repeatedly  applied  to  by  Rowe 
for  the  note,  but  did  not  give  it  up,  though  Arthurs  had 
given  an  order  on  him  to  deliver  it  to  Cool.  In  the  latter 
part  of  March,  or  the  begining  of  April  last,  he  handed  the 
note  to  one  John  Tilt,  saying  he  had  a lien  on  it,  and  could 
not  bring  Rowe  to  a settlement.  Tilt  told  defendant  to  give 
him  the  note,  and  he  could  bring  him  to  a settlement. 
Tilt  put  the  note  into  the  hands  of  an  attorney,  and  directed 
him  to  write  to  Rowe,  which  was  done.  The  note  was  after- 
wards sued  in  Tilt’s  name.  Tilt  stated  that  defendant  in- 
formed him  he  had  at  first  got  the  note  from  Macdonald : that 
he  had  given  it  up  to  Rowe,  and  that  Rowe  had  altered  the 
date,  and  given  it  back  to  defendant  to  hold  for  other  claims 
which  he,  defendant,  had  against  Rowe:  that  Armstrong 
stated  that  he  had  claims  against  Rowe  for  costs  paid  Mr. 
Patterson  in  Toronto,  £11  odd,  and  other  claims  in  respect 
to  the  price  of  a horse.  The  note  was  not  transferred  to 
Tilt  for  any  value.  Armstrong  did  not  pretend  that  the 
whole  amount  of  the  note  was  due  to  him.  The  matters 
between  Rowe  and  Armstrong  were  left  to  arbitration,  and 
a small  amount  found  in  Armstrong’s  favour.  Mr.  Tilt 
offered  to  the  arbitrators  to  give  up  the  note  to  Rowe. 

Amongst  other  objections  taken  by  the  prisoner’s  counsel 
was  the  following:  that  he  was  charged  with  applying  the 
note  in  question  to  a different  purpose  from  that  for  which 
it  was  entrusted  to  him  by  Cool  and  Macdonald : that  as 
far  as  they  had  any  interest  in  the  matter,  the  misapplying 
of  it  did  not  prejudice  them;  and  that  the  prisoner  was  not 
an  agent  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  at  the  time  he 
transferred  it  to  Tilt. 

The  learned  judge  overruled  the  objection  at  the  time, 
but  reserved  the  question  for  the  consideration  of  this  court, 
under  Consol.  Stats.  U.  C.,  ch.  112,  and  postponed  the 
judgment  on  the  conviction  aforesaid  until  such  question 
should  be  considered  and  decided ; the  prisoner  hav- 
ing entered  into  a recognizance  of  bail,  with  two  sufficient 
sureties,  himself  in  £200  and  his  sureties  in  £100  each, 
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conditioned  for  his  appearance  at  the  next  assizes  for  the 
United  Counties  of  York  and  Peel  to  receive  the  judgment 
of  the  court. 

The  jury  were  told  that  if  Rowe  ever  gave  the  note  to 
defendant  to  keep  as  collateral  security  they  should  find  for 
defendant,  but  they  were  not  satisfied  of  this,  and  found 
him  guilty. 

The  question  for  the  consideration  of  the  court  was 
whether  the  defendant  could  be  considered  an  agent  within 
the  meaning  of  Consol.  Stats.,  ch.  92,  sec.  44,  who  had 
transferred  a valuable  security  in  violation  of  good  faith,  he 
having  transferred  the  note  referred  to  Tilt  after  the  claim 
of  Cool  was  paid,  the  note  having  been  deposited  for  the 
purpose  of  securing  such  claim,  and  the  delivering  of  it 
over  to  Rowe  being  for  his  benefit,  and  not  for  the  benefit 
of  the  person  from  whom  he,  defendant,  received  it,  and  for 
whom  he  might  be  considered  an  agent. 

R.  A.  Harrison , for  the  Crown,  cited  Hatfield  v.  Phillips, 
9 M.  & W.  647 ; DeBlaquiere  v.  Becker,  8 C.  P.  167  ; Rus- 
sell on  Crimes,  vol.  ii.,  p.  192-4. 

M.  C.  Cameron,  contra,  cited  Rex  v.  Prince,  2 C.  & P. 
517  ; Sandiman  v.  Breach,  7 B.  & C.  100 ; Rex  v.  Walsh, 
Russ.  & Ry.  215 ; Rex  v.  White,  4 C.  & P.  46. 

Robinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

We  do  not  think  that  this  conviction  can  be  supported, 
for  the  defendant  is  not  shewn  by  the  evidence  to  have 
been  an  agent  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  which 
was  meant  to  insure  as  much  as  possible  the  integrity  of 
factors,  bankers,  attorneys  and  other  agents,  who,  in  trans- 
acting business  for  others  in  some  general  line  of  agency, 
have  necessarily  a confidence  reposed  in  them  which  gives 
them  frequent  opportunities  of  committing  frauds,  by  abus- 
ing the  trust  which  the  necessities  of  business  render  it  in- 
dispensable should  be  placed  in  such  agents. 

The  defendant  was  not  an  agent  of  that  kind.  This  was 
a transaction  unconnected  with  the  carrying  on  a business 
which  would  lead  to  the  defendant  being  intrusted  as  a mer- 
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cantile,  professional,  or  other  agent  of  any  general  descrip- 
tion. It  would  be  carrying  the  statute  to  an  extent  which 
we  are  persuaded  was  not  contemplated;  in  fact  it  would  be 
difficult  to  say  who  might  not  be  reckoned  an  agent  within 
the  meaning  of  this  statute,  if  the  defendant  could  be  held 
to  come  within  it. 

The  case  of  Prince,  (2  C.  & P.  517,)  is  much  in  point. 
It  is  true  that  in  consequence  of  this  provision  being  em- 
bodied in  a statute  of  a very  general  character,  containing 
more  than  eighty  clauses,  the  statute  has  no  particular  re- 
cital that  can  assist  in  explaining  its  meaning,  and  thus 
limiting  its  operation,  as  was  the  case  in  regard  to  the  sta- 
tute on  which  Prince  was  indicted;  but,  on  the  other  hand, 
the  English  statute  had  the  words,  “ of  any  description 
whatsoever ” after  the  words  “agents,”  which  certainly 
made  it  more  difficult  to  apply  to  that  statute  than  to  ours 
the  principle  of  the  decision  in  Sandiman  v.  Breach,  (7  B. 
& C.  100,)  cited  by  Mr.  Cameron,  namel}7,  that  “where  gen- 
eral words  follow  particular  ones,  the  rule  is  to  construe 
them  as  applicable  to  persons  ejusdem  generis ,”  and  there, 
fore  that  agents  of  any  description  whatsoever  could  only 
mean  general  agents.  We  think  this  case  should  be  gov- 
erned by  that  maxim. 

It  is  material  also  to  remark  that  the  44th  clause  of  ch. 
92,  Consol.  Stats,  of  Canada,  was  taken  from  sec.  41  of  the 
4 & 5 Vic.,  ch.  25,  which  clause  is  introduced  in  that  act  by 
the  preamble,  “and  for  the  punishment  of  embezzlements 
committed  by  agents  entrusted  with  property;”  and  though 
in  the  Consolidated  Statutes  it  has  become  dissociated  from 
that  preamble,  we  do  not  suppose  that  the  legislature  had 
any  other  object  in  view,  when  they  transferred  the  clause 
to  ch.  92,  than  they  had  in  the  passing  the  statute  4 & 5 
Vic.,  ch.  25,  in  which  it  first  appeared. 

Taking  this  view  of  the  statute,  it  is  not  necessrry  to  de- 
termine whether  the  charge  in  the  indictment  was  in  other 
respects  proved, though  we  must  say  that  wehave  noideatha^. 
the  evidence  could  be  held  to  have  supported  the  indictment. 
We  do  not  see  how  it  could  be  held  that  there  was  between 
Macdonald  and  this  defendant  any  thing  like  that  relation  of 


250  QUEEN’S  BENCH,  MICHAELMAS  TERM,  24  VIC.,  1800. 

principal  and  agent  which  must  clearly  form  the  very  found- 
ation of  such  a charge  as  this.  Macdonald  too  had  no  in- 
terest in  the  note  himself,  and  never  employed  this  defend- 
ant to  do  any  thing  with  the  note  on  his,  Macdonald’s,  ac- 
count. He  had  only  been  the  holder  of  the  note  for  Cool’s 
benefit,  and  when  he  gave  up  the  note  to  Arthurs  with  Cool’s 
consent,  he  had  done  with  the  note  altogether,  except  that  he 
was  exposed  to  the  chance  of  being  made  liable  in  a civil 
action  himself,  if  he  had  acted  unfaithfully  as  trustee  or  de- 
positee in  putting  the  note  out  of  his  hands.  But  it  seems 
he  only  did  what  that  person  agreed  he  might  do  who  had 
left  the  note  with  him ; that  is,  he  handed  over  the  note  to 
this  defendant,  Armstrong,  upon  receiving  from  him  the 
promise  which  Cool  exacted,  that  he,  the  defendant,  would 
give  the  note  back  to  Arthurs,  from  whom  Cool  got  it,  in 
order  to  obtain  from  Rowe  the  £6  due  from  Arthurs  to  Cool. 

His  placing  the  note  in  Tilt’s  hands,  if  he  had  even  trans- 
ferred it  to  him,  (which  he  did  not,)  or  if  the  purpose  for 
which  he  did  place  it  in  his  hands  could  be  held  to  be  a con- 
version within  the  meaning  of  the  act,  was  no  breach  of  a trust 
reposed  in  the  defendant  by  Macdonald,  and  was  no  fraud 
upon  Macdonald,  who  was  no  longer  concerned  in  the  mat- 
ter. If  any  one  was  injured  by  what  Cool  did,  it  would 
seem  to  be  Arthurs,  but  certainly  not  Macdonald.  But  we 
doubt  whether  the  court  were  able  to  get  out  the  real  truth 
of  the  case  at  the  trial. 

We  think  that  the  defendant  ought  not  to  have  been  con- 
victed. 


Conviction  set  aside. 
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Cartwright  et  al.  y.  McPherson. 

Landlord  and  tenant — Expiration  of  term, — Agreement  for  new  lease — Position 
of  tenant  bejore  lease  executed — Offer  to'Jlease — Ejectment — Denial  of  plain- 
tiff's  title — Notice  to  quit — Estoppel . 

Defendant  had  been  tenant  to  the  plaintiffs  at  a yearly  rent,  payable 
quarterly,  for  a term  which  expired  on  the  1st  of  June,  1859.  About  that 
time  a new  lease  was  agreed  upon  between  them  at  an  advanced  rent,  but 
none  was  executed  owing  to  objections  raised  by  defendant  to  the  draft. 
Defendant  paid  a year’s  rent,  and  another  quarter  having  fallen  due  the 
plaintiffs  distrained,  but  they  afterwards  abandoned  that  proceeding,  and 
on  the  17th  of  September,  1860,  the  plaintiffs’  attorney  served  a written 
demand  of  possession  on  defendant,  who  told  him  that  was  just  what  he 
wished,  and  that  the  plaintiff's  might  have  the  place.  He  refused,  how- 
ever, to  go  at  once  with  the  attorney  and  give  it  up,  saying  that  he 
wished  first  to  remove  some  things.  Nothing  more  was  done,  and  the 
plaintiffs  three  weeks  after  having  brought  ejectment,  defendant  besides 
denying  their  title  claimed  to  hold  as  their  tenant. 

Held,  that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  recover,  for  1 , the  defendant  hav- 
ing denied  their  title  could  not  insist  upon  notice  to  quit,  and  2,  he  was 
estopped  by  his  offer  to  leave  the  place. 

was,  that  defendant,  though  he  had  not  accepted  the  lease  tendered, 
Sernble  under  the  circumstances  the  plaintiffs’  tenant. 

Burns,  J.,  dissenting,  on  the  ground  that  defendant  being  in  as  a yearly- 
tenant,  what  took  place  on  the  17th  of  September  did  not  alter  his  posi- 
tion, and  that  his  notice  was  only  a denial  of  the  plaintiffs’  right  to 
possession,  not  of  his  title. 

Ejectment  by  landlord  against  the  tenant,  for  premises 
in  the  village  of  Napanee.  The  defendant  in  his  notice, 
besides  denying  the  plaintiffs’  title,  claimed  as  the  plain- 
tiffs’ tenant. 

The  case  was  tried  at  the  last  assizes  held  at  Kingston, 
before  Burns , J.,  when  it  appeared  that  the  defendant  had 
been  tenant  to  the  plaintiffs  for  a term  of  years,  which  ex- 
pired on  the  1st  of  .June,  1859,  at  an  annual  rent,  payable 
quarterly.  About  the  time  of  the  expiration  of  the  old  lease 
the  parties  treated  with  each  other  for  a new  lease  of  a por- 
tion of  the  premise  at  an  annual  rent  of  £125  a year,  pay- 
able quarterly,  as  the  former  rent  had  been,  and  a lease  was 
to  be  prepared  for  a term  of  ten  years.  Things  remained  in 
that  state,  without  any  written  lease  having  been  prepared, 
until  July,  1860,  when  the  plaintiffs  distrained  for  a year’s 
rent  at  £125.  The  defendant  then  applied  for  the  written 
lease,  and  thereupon  got  a stay  of  proceedings  on  the  dis- 
tress warrant.  The  plaintiffs’  soliciter  then  prepared  a draft 
of  a lease  and  left  it  with  defendant.  He  kept  it  for  three 
or  four  weeks,  and  objected  to  sign  it  on  account  of  some  of 
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the  provisions.  A new  draft  lease  was  prepared  not  open 
to  the  objections  made,  and  left  with  defendant,  when  he 
again  made  other  and  new  objections,  one  or  two  of  which 
the  plaintiffs  were  not  willing  to  give  way  to,  though  as  to 
others  they  were  willing.  In  the  meantime  the  defendant 
paid  the  year’s  rent.  Subsequently  a quarter’s  rent  became 
due,  and  a distress  was  made  for  that  quarter.  After  that 
was  done  the  plaintiffs  abandoned  further  proceeding  with 
the  distress,  and  on  the  17th  of  September  served  the  de- 
fendant, through  their  attorney,  with  a written  demand  of 
possession  of  the  premises.  When  that  was  served  the 
defendant  said  to  the  plaintiffs’  attorney  that  it  was  just 
what  he  wished  should  be  done,  and  that  the  attorney  might 
go  and  take  possession  of  the  premises.  The  attorney  stated 
that  he  would  go  there  with  defendant  and  at  once  take  the 
possession,  and  defendant  replied  not  just  at  that  moment, 
for  there  were  some  things  which  he  wished  first  to  remove. 
He  made  a claim  for  improvements  he  had  made  on  the 
premises  under  the  former  term,  but  he  said  as  the  plain- 
tiffs had  demanded  possession  they  might  take  the  pre- 
mises, and  he  would  bring  his  action  for  the  improve- 
ments. Nothing  further  being  done,  the  plaintiffs,  on  the 
2nd  of  October,  commenced  this  action.^ 

A verdict  was  taken  for  the  plaintiffs,  with  leave  to  the 
defendant  to  move  the  court  to  enter  a verdict  for  him,  if 
the  court  should  be  of  opinion  upon  the  evidence  that  the 
defendant  was  entitled  to  six  months’  notice  to  quit  before 
action  brought. 

Campbell,  Q.  C.,  obtained  a rule  nisi  to  enter  a verdict 
for  the  defendant. 

Richards,  Q.  C.,  shewed  cause.  He  cited  Hegan  v.  John- 
son, 2 Taunt.  148;  Dunk  v.  Hunter,  5 B.  & Al.  822;  Reg- 
nart  v.  Porter,  7 Bing.  451;  Mechelen  v.  Wallace,  7 A.  & 
E.  54 ; Mclnnes  v.  Stinson,  8 C.  P.  84;  Vincent  v.  Godson, 
4 DeG.  M.  & G.  546;  Whitehead  v.  Clifford,  5 Taunt.  618; 
Grimman  v.  Legge,  8 B.  & C.  824;  Nickells  v.  Atherstone, 
10  Q.  B.  944;  Dodd  v.  Acklom,  6 M.  & Gr.  672 ; Caiman  v. 
Hartley,  9 C.  B.  684;  Doe  Burr  v.  Denison,  8 U.  C.  R.  185; 
Price  v.  Worwood,  4 H.  & N.  512. 
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Campbell,  Q.  C.,  contra,  cited  Doe  Lynde  v.  Merritt,  2. 
U.  C.  R.  410. 

Robinson,  C.  J. — The  defendant  in  this  case  being  served 
with- the  writ  of  ejectment,  gave  notice  that  “ besides  denying 
the  plaintiffs'  title  ” he  claimed  a right  to  the  possession  as 
plaintiffs’  tenant.  By  his  putting  the  plaintiffs  to  proof  of 
title  by  giving  them  notice  that  he  denied  it  was  a disclaimer,, 
and  disabled  him  from  insisting  on  a notice  to  quit.  Though 
he  could  not  in  fact  at  the  trial  put  the  plaintiffs  to  proof  of 
title,  yet  quantum  in  illo  he  disclaimed. 

Again,  after  what  occurred  between  plaintiffs’  agent  and 
the  defendant  on  the  17th  of  September,  the  defendant  could 
not  set  up  as  a defence  to  the  ejectment  the  want  of  notice 
to  quit,  for  he  had  declared  himself  ready  and  willing  to 
leave,  and  only  wanted  time,  he  said,  to  remove  some  things 
from  the  house. 

It  was  not  shewn  or  pretended  that  he  had  not  time 
allowed  him  to  do  this,  and  when  the  plaintiffs  found  he 
would  not  go,  and  brought  their  action  three  week  after- 
wards, the  defendant  could  not  be  allowed,  I think,  to  retract 
from  what  he  had  said  he  would  do,  and  thus  throw  the 
costs  of  the  ejectment  on  the  plaintiffs. 

This  view  of  the  case  is  independent  of  the  point  made  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  that  a person  in  under  an  agreement 
to  take  a lease,  and  then  not  accepting  a lease,  cannot  insist 
on  being  looked  upon  as  a tenant.  I think  it  probable  that 
this  objection  might  not  be  found  tenable  under  the  circum- 
stances. 

In  my  opinion  the  rule  should  be  discharged. 

Burns,  J. — I take  it  to  be  quite  clear  from  the  cases  of 
Knight  v.  Bennett,  (8  Bing.  361,)  and  Doe  Westmoreland  v. 
Smith,  (1  M.  & R.  137,)  and  Doe  Thompson  v.  Amey, 
(12  A.  & E.  476,)  that  after  the  defendant  had  paid  a year’s 
rent  pending  the  negotiation  for  the  new  lease,  he  was 
legally  in  the  position  of  being  a tenant  from  year  to  year ; 
and  the  question  is  whether  that  position  was  altered  in 
consequence  of  what  took  place  on  the  17th  of  September, 
1860,  or  afterwards. 
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It  does  not  appear  to  me  this  case  comes  within  the  case 
of  Doe  Lynde  v.  Merritt,  (2  U.  C.  R.  410,)  because,  although 
the  defendant  was  in  possession  upon  a verbal  arrangement 
in  that  case  for  four  years,  yet  long  before  the  expiration 
of  the  first  year  the  parties  entered  into  a new  agreement, 
under  which  the  defendant  agreed  to  give  up  and  surrender 
at  the  end  of  the  first  year.  It  was  quite  competent  for  the 
parties  to  make  such  new  arrangement,  and  when  made  it 
was  reasonable  to  hold  the  defendant  to  it. 

In  this  case  the  plaintiffs  after  the  payment  of  the  year’s 
rent  treated  the  defendant  still  as  tenant,  for  a distress  was 
made  for  another  quarter’s  rent,  but  that  was  abandoned 
upon  the  idea  that  they  had  a right  to  treat  the  defendant 
as  tenant  at  will,  and  to  determine  that  tenancy  by  a demand 
of  possession.  Accordingly,  on  the  17th  of  September  a 
demand  of  possession  was  made,  and  the  defendant  said  in 
answer  to  it,  that  it  was  just  what  he  wanted,  and  he  would 
give  up  the  possession,  but  when  the  plaintiffs’  attorney  de- 
sired to  follow  that  up  by  having  the  possession  given  at 
once,  the  reply  was,  not  just  then,  as  the  defendant  desired 
to  remove  some  things  first.  The  plaintiffs  were  not  in  a 
legal  position  to  terminate  the  tenancy  by  a demand  of 
possession,  and  the  only  question  there  can  be  is  whether 
when  the  demand  was  made  the  defendant  assented  to  it, 
and  whether  what  he  answered  to  the  demand  and  what 
took  place  was  equivalent  to  a new  agreement,  by  which  the 
yearly  tenancy  was  put  an  end  to,  and  whether  from  thence- 
forward the  defendant  was  a trespasser. 

I am  not  able  to  see  it  in  that  light.  Had  the  defendant 
quitted  the  premises  in  consequence  of  that  demand,  then 
no  doubt,  although  the  demand  was  not  legal,  yet  by  com- 
plying with  it  there  would  be  a surrender  of  the  term.  I do 
not  see  that  the  defendant  saying  the  demand  of  possession 
was  just  what  he  wanted,  and  that  the  attorney  might  go 
and  take  possession,  when  that  was  accompanied  by  declin- 
ing to  give  up  until  he  had  removed  his  things,  converted 
the  tenancy  from  year  to  year  into  one  at  will,  or  that  such 
answer  amounted  to  an  agreement  which  would  enable  the 
plaintiff  to  treat  the  defendant  as  a trespasser  thenceforth. 
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No  time  was  agreed  upon  when  possession  should  be  given, 
and  no  time  fixed  when  the  defendant’s  things  should  be 
removed,  and  it  was  quite  plain  the  plaintiffs’  attorney  did 
not  go  to  the  defendant  with  any  idea  that  he  was  making 
any  new  arrangement  by  which  the  position  of  landlord  and 
tenant  was  to  be  changed,  for  the  attorney  went  simply  to 
demand  possession  on  the  idea  that  the  defendant  was  then 
nothing  more  than  a tenant  at  will.  If  the  defendant  chose 
to  remain,  as  he  did  do,  and  hence  this  action,  I do  not  see 
that  his  position  was  at  all  altered  by  what  took  place,  or 
that  there  was  any  new  perfected  agreement  definitely  come 
to  between  them. 

Then  has  he  disabled  himself  from  claiming  to  be  still  the 
plaintiffs’  tenant,  and  entitled  to  have  the  regular  notice  to 
quit  ? It  does  not  appear  to  me  he  has.  I do  not  think 
there  was  any  conversion  of  the  yearly  tenancy,  which  then 
existed,  into  a holding  which  entitled  the  plaintiffs  to  sue  at 
once.  The  notice  which  the  defendant  gave,  after  being 
served  with  the  writ  of  ejectment,  is  only  a denial  of  the 
plaintiffs’  title  to  the  possession  of  the  premises,  and  not  a 
denial  of  the  title  to  the  land.  If  the  plaintiffs  be  not  enti- 
tled to  the  possession  without  giving  the  six  months’  notice 
to  quit,  then  the  defendant’s  notice  of  claim  is  right,  and  it 
is  true,  as  the  defendant  says  in  his  notice,  that  he  is  enti- 
tled to  the  possession  as  tenant  to  the  plaintiffs. J^There  is 
no  inconsistency  between  the  two  statements,  and  no  put- 
ting the  plaintiffs  to  prove  title  to  the  land.  The  question 
of  possession  is  alone  in  dispute,  and  the  tenant  may  claim 
a right  to  that  against  his  landlord. 

McLean,  J.,  concurred  with  the  Chief  Justice. 

Rule  discharged,  Burns , J.,  dissenting. 
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Tyson  v.  The  Grand  Trunk  Railway  Company  of 
Canada. 

Neglect  to  give  signals — Collision — Mismanagement  of  plaintiff — Liability. 

Where  a railway  train  in  approaching  a crossing  neglects  to  give  the  pro- 
per signals,  the  company  will  not  be  relieved  from  liability  because  the 

person  whose  cattle  were  run  over  did  not  take  the  best  means  to  avoid 

the  accident,  or  because  his  horses  were  Tinmanageable. 

Action  for  the  loss  of  a mare  and  distraction  of  a waggon 
of  the  plaintiff,  through  the  negligence  of  defendants,  in 
omitting  to  give  the  proper  signal  of  the  approach  of  one 
of  their  trains  to  a road  crossing. 

Plea , not  guilty,  by  Consol.  Stats.,  ch.  66,  sec.  88. 

At  the  trial,  at  Berlin,  before  Hagarty,  J.,  a verdict  was 
found  for  the  plaintiff  for  $180. 

Bell , (of  Belleville,)  obtained  a rule  nisi  to  enter  a non- 
suit on  the  following  exceptions  taken  at  the  trial : 1.  That 
there  was  no  evidence  to  prove  the  plaintiff’s  right  to  re- 
cover. 2.  That  the  accident  was  shewn  to  be  attributable 
to  the  plaintiff’s  horse  being  unmanageable,  and  to  the 
want  of  care  in  the  servant.  8.  That  the  plaintiff  did  not 
use  caution  to  avoid  the  accident — or  for  a new  trial  on  the 
law  and  evidence. 

Thomas  Miller , shewed  cause,  and  cited  Shields  v.  Grand 
Trunk  R.  W.  Co.,  7 C.  P.  Ill ; Butterfield  v.  Forrester,  11 
East  60  ; Bridge  v.  Grand  Junction  R.  W.  Co.,  8 M.  & W. 
244 ; Smith  v.  Dobson,  3 M.  & G.  59 ; Davies  v.  Mann,  10 
M.  & W.  546  ; Martin  v.  The  Great  Northern  R.  W.  Co., 
16  C.  B.  197. 

Galt,  Q.  C.,  supported  the  rule,  citing  Tuff  v.  Warman,  5 
C.  B.  N.  S.  585. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  judgment  of  the  court  de- 
livered by 

Robinson,  C.  J. — The  plaintiff’s  mare  was  killed  by  col- 
lision with  the  defendants’  railway  train,  at  a point  where 
the  railway  crossed  a highway. 

The  neglect  complained  of  was  that  the  defendant’s  ser- 
vants omitted  to  ring  a bell  or  sound  a whistle  until  within 
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24  or  25  rods  of  the  crossing,  instead  of  giving  the  signal  at 
the  distance  of  80  rods,  as  the  law  requires. 

The  plaintiff’s  complaint  of  omission  in  this  respect  wTas 
abundantly  supported  by  evidence. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  defendants’  conductor  in  charge 
of  the  train,  the  engine-driver,  and  the  baggage-man,  all 
swore  positively  that  the  whistle  was  sounded  before  the 
train  got  to  within  80  rods  of  the  crossing.  Two  of  them 
said  that  it  was  sounded  when  they  were  120  rods  distant. 

The  evidence  was  so  contradictory  that  the  jury  had  to 
determine  on  which  side  the  evidence  preponderated.  We 
think  we  cannot  find  fault  with  their  verdict ; we  certainly 
cannot  feel  satisfied  that  it  was  wrong.  It  is  remarkable 
that  no  passenger  in  the  train  was  called  as  a witness  on 
either  side. 

The  evidence  was  of  that  character  that  a verdict  given 
either  way  ought  to  settle  that  question  of  fact.  We  mean, 
as  to  whether  the  proper  signals  were  given  in  time. 

It  does  not  appear  to  us  that  there  is  any  ground  for 
raising  a question  of  law  in  the  case,  such  as  is  attempted 
to  be  raised  by  the  rule.  Where  there  is  a neglect  to  give 
the  proper  signals,  and  an  accident  happens  at  the  cross- 
ing, we  do  not  think  the  company  can  be  exonerated  from 
liability,  by  shewing  that  the  man  who  suffers  by  the  acci- 
dent did  not  manage  so  well  as  he  might  have  done  under 
the  circumstances, or  that  his  horse  was  restive  andunsteady. 

All  people  have  not  equal  judgment,  nor  equal  presence 
of  mind,  nor  equal  experience  in  such  matters.  If  those 
signas  which  the  law  requires  are  given,  then  the  company 
will  in  general  be  safe  from  liability,  and  people  must  keep 
out  of  the  way  at  their  peril;  but  where  that  precaution, 
which  should  never  be  neglected,  and  can  be  always  easily 
observed,  is  omitted,  the  train  may  come  unexpectedly 
upon  the  person  travelling  along  the  road,  and  its  approach 
may  not  happen  to  be  observed  from  various  causes  ; and 
he  has  not  the  chance  in  consequence,  which  the  law  in- 
tends he  shall  have,  of  considering  what  he  is  to  do,  or  he 
has  not  time  to  do  it. 

It  is  not  to  be  expected  that  none  but  steady  and  well 
17  u.  c.  q.  b.  20. 
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broke  horses  and  skilled  drivers  will  be  using  the  road  ; and 
it  does  not  lie  in  the  mouth  of  a railway  company  to  say,. 
“ If  we  did  not  give  the  proper  signals  to  announce  our  ap- 
proach, still  it  would  not  have  signified  if  you  had  been 
quick  and  sharp,  and  had  kept  a good  look  out,  and  had 
made  no  mistake  in  your  hurry;  and  if  }^our  horse  had  been 
steady  and  manageable,  and  had  had  sense  enough  not  to 
be  frightened.” 

These  cases  of  collision  on  railways  are  among  the  most 
unsatisfactory  that  juries  have  to  deal  with,  from  the  diffi- 
culty of  getting  clearly  at  the  real  facts.  On  the  one  hand, 
when  the  signals  have  been  properly  given,  it  seems  gener- 
ally possible  to  find  persons  who  having  been  either  in  or 
near  the  train  are  ready  to  give  evidence  that  they  heard  no 
bell  or  whistle,  and  this  may  well  have  happened  from  their 
not  thinking  of  it  at  the  moment,  and  so  not  noticing  the 
signals.  And,  on  the  other  hand,  there  is,  we  must  say,  too 
much  reason  to  fear  that  a neglect  to  give  the  signals  at  the 
proper  time,  and  to  continue  them  as  they  proceed  to  the  cross- 
ing, is  a matter  of  very  common  occurrence,  so  much  so  as 
to  make  it  incumbent  on  railway  companies  for  their  own 
sakes  to  be  most  earnest  with  their  servants  upon  that  point. 

We  do  not  think  we  should  set  aside  this  verdict,  espe- 
cially as  it  is  not  of  large  amount. 

Buie  discharged. 


McLeod  v.  McKay  and  Kennedy. 

Joint  note — Mortgage  by  one  maker — Merger — Pleading. 

To  an  action  on  a joint  promissory  note  made  by  M.  and  K.,  each  pleaded 
separately  that  after  the  note  fell  due,  M.,  by  indenture,  covenanted 
with  the  plaintiff  to  pay  him  $819,  (a  sum  less  by  $2.80  than  the 
amount  of  the  note,)  with  interest  at  15  per  cent.,  in  one  year,  and  de- 
livered said  indenture  to  the  plaintiff,  who  accepted  it  ; and  that  the 
money  mentioned  in  the  declaration  and  in  the  indenture  was  the  same. 
Held,  on  demurrer,  pleas  good,  though  the  indenture  was  not  alleged  to 
have  been  accepted  in  satisfaction,  and  the  sum  secured  by  it  was 
less  than  the  note. 

Appeal  from  the  county  court  of  Oxford. 

Action  on  a promissory  note  made  by  defendants,  on  the 
9th  of  April,  1857',  for  £80  9s.,  payable  six  months  after 
date  to  the  plaintiff. 
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Plea , by  defendant  McKay,  that  by  indenture,  dated  the 
11th  of  February,  1858,  and  after  the  accruing  of  the  causes 
of  action  in  the  declaration,  made  between  the  said  McKay 
and  the  plaintiff,  the  said  McKay  covenanted  with  the  plain- 
tiff to  pay  to  the  said  plaintiff  $319,  with  interest  from  the 
date,  at  the  rate  of  fifteen  per  cent,  per  annum,  in  one  year 
from  the  date  of  said  indenture,  and  delivered  the  said  in- 
denture to  the  plaintiff,  who  then  accepted  the  same  from 
defendant;  and  the  defendant  further  says  that  the  said 
sums  of  money  in  the  declaration  and  in  the  said  inden- 
ture mentioned  are  the  same  identical  moneys,  and  not 
other  or  different  moneys;  by  means  whereof  the  said 
cause  of  action  became  merged  and  discharged. 

The  defendant  Kennedy  in  another  plea  set  up  the  same' 
mortgage  as  a bar  to  the  action  against  him  on  the  note. 

The  plaintiff  demurred  to  each  plea,  on  the  ground  that 
the  joint  debt  of  the  two  defendants  could  not  be  merged' 
by  the  consent  of  one  only. 

On  this  demurrer  judgement  was  given  for  defendants,, 
and  the  plaintiff  appealed. 

The  learned  judge  of  the  county  court  referred  in  his 
judgment  to  Loomis  v.  Ballard,  7 U.  C.  K.  866;  King  v. 
Hoare,  13  M.  & W.  494;  Harris  v.  Dunn,  18  U.  G.  B.  352; 
Bell  v.  Banks,  3 M.  &.  G.  266;  Nicholson  v.  Bevill,  4 A.  & 
E.  675;  Mathewson  v.  Brouse,  1 U.  C.  B.  272. 

D.  G.  Miller , for  the  appellant. 

Crombie,  contra,  cited  Siddall  v.  Bawcliffe,  1 Cr.  & M„ 
487 ; Bedford  v.  Deakin,  2 B.  & Al.  210. 

Bobinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

We  think  the  judment  of  the  county  court  was  correct, 
for  the  plea  of  merger  in  the  security  given  by  mortgage 
by  the  principal  debtor  was  a good  defence. 

I refer  to  Kerr  et  al.  v.  Hereford  et  al.  in  this  court,  (17 
U.  C.  B.  158,)  to  the  Commercial  Bank  v.  Cuvillier,  (18  U. 
C.  B.  378,)  in  addition  to  the  cases  cited,  and  to  Bell  v. 
Banks,  (3  M.  & Gr.  258,)  and  especially  to  the  judgment 
of  Maule,  J.,  in  that  case. 
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There  are  two  grounds,  however,  peculiar  to  this  case, 
on  which  we  have  some  doubt.  This  mortgage  was  not 
given  till  after  the  breach  of  the  contract  upon  the  note, 
and  therefore  it  should  more  properly  have  been  pleaded 
by  way  of  accord  and  satisfaction,  which  is  not  done  here. 
But  still  if  it  has  the  effect  in  law,  as  we  think  it  has,  of 
extinguishing  ipso  facto  the  demand  upon  the  note  against 
the  joint  contractor  who  gives  it,  it  does  equally  by  law  dis- 
charge the  other  joint  contractor,  that  is,  where  no  agree- 
ment to  the  contrary  appears ; and  if  the  legal  effect  of  giv- 
ing the  mortgage  is  to  discharge  both,  where  nothing  ap- 
pears to  shew  that  the  remedy  upon  the  note  was  intended 
to  be  reserved  against  both  or  either,  then  we  think,  under 
the  present  system  of  pleading,  the  defence  cannot  be  held 
insufficient  because  it  is  not  put  in  a shape  inconsistent 
with  fact.  If  we  must  hold  that  both  are  discharged  with- 
out any  proof  of  an  agreement  to  accept  in  satisfaction, 
then  in  cannot  be  necessary  in  point  of  substance  to  aver 
what  could  not  be  proved,  and  is  not  necessary  to  make 
the  defence  a good  one. 

Then  there  is  here  the  further  circumstance,  that  the  debt 
secured  by  mortgage  is  less  by  14s.  than  the  debt  due  in 
the  first  instance  by  the  note.  But  the  note  was  long  due 
when  the  mortgage  was  given.  The  interest  and  a trifle 
more  may  have  been  paid,  thereby  making  the  amount  a 
little  less,  and  the  plea  states  the  debt  to  be  the  same. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 


Begina  v.  Beopelle. 

Indictment — Forgery — Order  for  payment  of  money. 

Renfrew,  June  13tli.  1860. 

“ Mr.  McKay, 

“ Sir — Would  you  be  good  enough  as  for  to  let  me  have  the 
loan  of  ten  dollars  for  one  week  or  so,  and  send  it  by  the  bearer  imme- 
diately, and  much  oblige — Your  most  humble  servant. 

(Signed)  J.  ALMIRAS,  P.  P.” 

Held , not  an  order  for  the  payment  of  money,  with  in  the  Consol  Stats.  C., 
ch.  94. 

The  prisoner  was  tried  and  convicted  at  Perth,  before 
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Robinson,  C.  J.,  upon  and  indictment  which  charged  him 
with  feloniously  forging  “an  order  for  the  payment  of 
money”  with  intent  to  defraud  one  William  McKay,  con- 
trary to  the  statute. 

The  instrument  or  paper  forged  was  in  these  words : 

Renfrew,  June  18,  1860. 

Mr.  McKay, 

Sir — Would  you  be  good  enough  as  for  to  let  me 
have  the  loan  of  ten  dollars  for  one  week  or  so,  and  send  it 
by  the  bearer  immediately,  and  much  oblige  your  most 
humble  servant. 

(Signed)  J.  ALMIRAS,  P.  P. 

The  defendant  was  a French  Canadian  youth.  It  was 
clearly  proved  that  he  forged  this  writing  in  the  name  of 
J.  Almiras,  who  was  the  Roman  Catholic  parish  priest  in 
the  village  of  Renfrew,  who  had  dealings  with  McKay,  a 
store-keeper  in  the  village,  to  whom  it  was  addressed. 

McKay  gave  the  ten  dollars  to  the  person  who  brought 
the  writing,  and  who,  it  appeared  by  the  evidence,  was  not 
the  prisoner,  but  some  one  by  whom  he  had  sent  it.  The 
grand  jury  ignored  the  count  for  uttering. 

It  did  not  appear  that  Almiras  had  any  money  in  McKay’s 
hands,  or  any  right  to  draw  upon  him,  but  being  a customer 
of  McKay,  in  wdiom  McKay  had  confidence,  the  latter  paid 
it  at  once,  supposing  the  signature  to  be  genuine. 

The  case  was  very  clear  upon  the  evidence.  The  only 
doubt  was  whether  the  writing  could  be  treated  as  “an  order 
for  the  payment  of  money,”  and  the  prisoner  having  been 
found  guilty,  the  learned  chief  justice  reserved  that  point 
for  the  consideratibn  of  the  Court  of  Queen’s  Bench. 

R.  A.  Harrison,  for  the  Crown,  cited  Regina  v.  Tuke, 
17  U.  C.  R.  296,  Chy.  Stats.,  vol.  ii.,  229,  note. 

Robinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

The  sole  question  is  whether  this  instrument  is  an  order 
for  the  payment  of  money  within  the  statute,  ch.  91,  of  the 
Consolidated  Statutes  of  Canada.  We  are  of  opinion  that  it 
is  not.  The  case  is  distinguishable  from  Tuke’s  case,  (17  U. 
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C.  R.  296.)  This  is  no  order  for  the  payment  of  money,  as 
it  appeared  to  us  the  writing  in  Tuke’s  case  was,  although  it 
had  the  words  “please  let,”  &c.,  and  “You  will  oblige,” 
&c.,  which  are  mere  words  of  courtesy,  and  do  not  make  the 
instrument  less  an  order.  They  are  often  used  in  bank 
cheques,  even  where  the  person  signing  them  has  a perfect 
right  to  draw  in  a more  peremptory  style. 

This  is  not  an  instrument  of  any  mercantile  or  commercial 
character  whatever.  It  is  merely  a letter  soliciting  a loan, 
and  for  the  money  advanced  upon  it  no  action  would  lie 
upon  the  instrument  as  an  inland  bill  or  draft,  but  only  for 
money  lent,  of  which  the  writing  would  be  evidence.  At  the 
utmost  it  is  a request  to  pay  money,  which  is  not  what  it  is 
called  in  the  indictment,  and  upon  which  indeed  the  defend- 
ant could  not  have  been  indicted,  as  he  might  have  been 
upon  a request  to  deliver  goods. 

We  think  the  prisoner  ought  not  to  have  been  convicted, 
and  shall  so  certify. 

Conviction  set  aside. 


Shaw  v.  Ross. 

Action  for  land  sold — Plea,  payment — Equitable  replication. 

To  a declaration  on  the  common  count  for  the  land  sold,  defendant  pleaded 
payment,  and  the  plaintiff  replied  on  equitable  grounds,  as  to  £316,  part 
of  the  money  claimed,  that  the  cause  of  action  was  for  land  conveyed  by 
the  plaintiff  to  defendant  by  a certain  indenture,  in  consideration  of 
£930,  the  receipt  whereof  was  then  acknowledged ; that  notwithstand- 
ing said  acknowledgment  the  defendant  had  not  paid  the  said  sum  of 
£316,  but  the  same  remained  due,  and  defendant  since  the  date  of  this 
indenture  had  always  been  in  possession  of  the  land. 

Held , on  demurrer,  a bad  replication,  as  shewing  the  plaintiff’s  right  to 
be  an  equitable  one  only. 

Declaration  on  the  common  counts,  for  land  sold  and 
conveyed,  for  interest,  and  on  account  sated. 

Plea , payment. 

Replication , on  equitable  grounds,  so  far  as  the  plea 
relates  to  the  sum  of  £316  12s.  lid.,  parcel  of  the  moneys 
in  the  declaration  mentioned,  that  the  cause  of  action  in  the 
declaration  mentioned  is  for  a messuage  and  land  sold  and 
conveyed  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  in  and  by  an  in- 
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denture  made  on  the  1st  of  September,  1855,  in  pursuance 
of  the  act  to  facilitate  the  conveyance  of  real  property,  be- 
tween the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  under  their  hands 
and  seals,  by  which  indenture  it  was  witnessed  that  the 
plaintiff,  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  £980,  then  paid  by 
the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  the  receipt  whereof  was  then 
acknowledged,  did  grant  unto  the  defendant,  his  heirs  and 
assigns  for  ever,  the  messuage  and  lands  aforesaid ; and  the 
plaintiff  said  that,  notwithstanding  the  said  acknowledg- 
ment of  payment  of  the  said  sum  of  £930,  in  the  said  in- 
denture acknowledged,  and  the  estoppel  thereby  made,  the 
defendant  hath  not  in  fact  paid  the  sum  of  £316  12s.  lid., 
parcel  thereof,  but  the  same  remains  due  and  unpaid  from 
the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  defendant  hath  not 
before  action  satisfied  and  discharged  by  payment  the 
plaintiff’s  claim  to  the  said  sum  of  $316  12s.  lid.,  or  any 
part  thereof,  as  in  the  said  plea  alleged.  And  the  plaintiff 
further  saith  that  from  and  ever  since  the  day  of  the  date 
of  the  said  indenture,  the  defendant  hath  been  in  possession 
of  the  said  messuage  and  lands. 

Demurrer. — That  the  said  replication  admits  that  the 
said  plea  is  a good  answer  in  law  to  the  declaration,  and 
admits  that  the  plaintiff  is  estopped  at  law  by  his  deed  from 
maintaining  his  action,  and  only  attempts  to  shew  grounds 
for  maintaining  it  in  equity,  whereas  if  the  plaintiff’s  right 
is  an  equitable  right  his  remedy  is  only  in  equity,  and  not 
in  a court  of  law. 

That  complete  justice  cannot  be  done  by  this  court  in  the 
matter  set  up  by  the  said  replication,  inasmuch  as  this 
court  has  already  decided  in  this  cause  that  the  matters 
alleged  in  the  defendant’s  second  plea,  and  which  disclose 
equitable  rights  inconsistent  with  the  plaintiff’s  rights  to 
the  said  moneys,  cannot  be  investigated  by  this  court.  (« a ) 

C.  S.  Patterson , for  the  demurrer,  cited  Shaw  v.  Ross,  17 
U.  C.  R.  257 ; Gulliver  v.  Gulliver,  1 H.  & N.  174;  Dodg- 
son  v.  Scott,  2 Ex.  459;  Perley  v.  Loney  et  al.,  18  U.  C. 


{a)  See  Shaw  v.  Ross,  17  U.  C.  R.  257. 
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R,  429;  Schlumberger  v.  Lister,  6 Jur.  N.  S.  729 ; Neave- 
v.  Avery,  16  C.  B.  328;  Wild  v.  Hillas,  82  L.  T.  Rep.  186; 
Bennett  v.  Powell,  3 Drewry  329. 

Richards,  Q.  C.,  contra,  cited  Wood  v.  Dwarris,  11  Ex. 
493;  DePothonier  v.  BeMattos,  1 E.  B.  & E.  461;  Yorley 
v.  Barrett,  1 C.  B.  N.  S.  225. 

Robinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

In  our  opinion  this  equitable  replication  to  the  defend- 
ant’s plea  of  payment  is  not  a good  answer  to  it.  The  plea 
is  one  of  payment  in  the  ordinary  form.  The  plaintiff  can- 
not object  to  that  as  an  insufficient  defence ; and  he  does 
not  in  terms  deny  its  truth,  but  he  seeks  to  evade  it  by  an- 
ticipating the  proof  which  he  supposes  the  defendant  will 
offer  in  support  of  his  plea.  This  replication,  as  it  seems  to 
us,  amounts  in  effect  to  saying  that  the  plaintiff  has  no 
remedy  at  law  in  the  face  of  his  receipt  under  seal  for  the 
purchase  money,  and  that  he  therefore  comes  into  a court 
of  law  with  an  equitable  case.  If  he  had  set  out  in  his  de- 
claration all  the  facts  which  he  states  in  his  replication, 
would  he  have  succeeded  on  such  a declaration  ? We  think 
not,  though  a court  of  equity  would  treat  the  vendee  as 
holding  the  unpaid  purchase  money  in  his  hands  as  trustee 
for  the  vendor. 

Judgment  for  defendant  on  demurrer. 

t 

I 

Thorpe  v.  Oliver. 

False  imprisonment— Evidence  of  arrest — Liability  of  magistrate. 

In  an  action  for  false  imprisonment,  it  appeared  that  the  defendant,  as 
a justice,  issued  a warrant  against  the  plaintiff,  upon  a complaint  for 
detaining  the  clothes  of  one  K. : that  the  plaintiff,  on  being  told  by 
the  constable  that  he  had  the  warrant,  went  alone  to  defendant,  heard 
the  evidence,  was  allowed  to  go  away  without  giving  bail,  and  re- 
turned the  next  day,  when  he  was  discharged. 

Held,  that  no  imprisonment  was  proved,  and  that  defendant,  having 
jurisdiction  over  the  subject  ma  ter  of  the  complaint,  was  not  liable 
in  trespass,  even  if  the  information  were  insufficient  in  point  of  form. 

Appeal  from  the  county  court  of  Oxford. 

This  was  an  action  for  assault  and  false  imprisonment. 


THORPE  Y.  OLIVER. 


265 


Plea,  not  guilty,  by  statute,  Consol  Stats.  U.  C.,  ch.  126, 
secs.  1,  and  10  to  17  inclusive. 

At  the  trial,  it  appeared  that  what  was  complained  of  as 
an  arrest  took  place  under  a warrant  issued  by  defendant, 
as  a justice  of  the  peace,  upon  a complaint  of  one  K.,  which 
was  dismissed  upon  the  hearing,  that  the  plaintiff  had  de- 
tained his  wearing  apparel  after  he,  K.,  had  tendered  the 
full  amount  to  him  for  board. 

The  learned  judge  ruled  that  upon  the  evidence,  which  is 
sufficiently  stated  in  the  judgment  of  this  court,  no  arrest 
was  shewn,  and  that  the  defendant  was  not  liable  unless  he 
acted  maliciously,  which,  if  true,  should  have  been  charged 
in  the  declaration. 

The  jury  thereupon  found  for  defendant.  The  plaintiff 
afterwards  obtained  a rule  nisi  for  a new  trial  for  misdi- 
rection, which  was  discharged,  and  he  appealed  from  the 
judgment. 

Beard,  for  the  appellant,  cited  Harris  v.  Dignum,  29  L.  J. 
Ex.  28;  McIntosh  v.  Demeray,  5 U.  C.  R.  843;  Riddiford  v. 
Warner,  4 C.  B.  N.  S.  194 ; Edwards  v.  Hodges,  15  C.  B.  477 ; 
Shea  v.  Choat,  2 U.  C.  R.  211 ; Addison  on  Torts,  400 — 417, 
514  ; Consol.  Stats.  U.  C.,  ch.  126,  sec.  2;  ch.  75,  sec.  4;  10 
& 11  Vic.,  ch.  23. 

C.  S.  Patterson,  contra,  cited  Bross  v.  Huber,  18  U.  C. 
R.  282;  Graham  v.  Smart,  lb.  482;  Consol.  Stats.  U.  C., 
ch.  75,  secs.  6,  7. 

Robinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  appealed  from  was 
correct. 

We  do  not  think  that  an  imprisonment  in  this  case  was 
proved.  The  plaintiff  was  not  arrested  by  the  constable ; 
but  on  being  told  by  the  constable  that  he  had  a warrant 
against  him,  he  went  of  his  own  accord  and  alone  to  the  jus- 
tice, heard  the  evidence  read  by  the  justice,  and  was  then 
allowed  to  go  away  as  he  came.  He  returned  the  next  day, 
and  was  discharged.  Whether  the  justice  would  have  de- 
tained him  at  any  time  during  the  investigation,  if  he  had 
attempted  to  leave  the  room,  we  can  only  conjecture,  We 
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only  know  that  he  took  no  bail  from  him,  but  let  him  go 
where  he  pleased  after  the  examination  on  the  first  day, 
-and  that  the  plaintiff  returned  next  morning. 

We  see  no  proof  of  an  interference  with  the  plaintiff’s 
personal  liberty,  either  by  the  justice  or  by  the  constable. 
When  the  plaintiff  made  his  appearance  before  the  justice, 
which  he  did  without  being  brought  by  the  constable,  the 
justice  naturally  and  properly  went  on  to  state  to  the  plain- 
tiff the  complaint  which  had  been  made  against  him.  The 
plaintiff  came  voluntarily  in  order  to  hear  it,  and  departed 
when  he  had  heard  it. 

% 

Then,  again,  we  think  the  justice,  upon  the  information 
that  had  been  made  before  him,  was  clearly  within  the 
protection  given  by  the  Consol.  Stats,  of  U.  C.,  ch.  126, 
and  not  liable  to  be  sued  in  trespass.  He  had  jurisdiction 
over  the  subject  matter  of  the  complaint,  under  the  6th 
and  7th  clauses  of  eh.  75;  and  if  he  took  an  erroneous 
view  of  the  sufficiency  of  the  information  in  point  of  form 
to  shew  a sufficient  case  under  the  act,  that  would  not 
make  him  liable  to  be  treated  as  a trespasser. 

It  is  not  necessary  in  all  cases  to  leave  it  as  a question  for 
the  jury  whether  a justice  was  acting  in  the  execution  of  his 
duty,  though  in  some  cases  it  is  proper.  Here  it  is  perfectly 
evident  that  the  defendant  was  so  acting.  There  was  no 
•contradiction  in  the  testimony,  nor  the  slightest  ground 
afforded  by  it  for  supposing  that  the  justice  acted  in  wil- 
ful disregard  of  the  law.  It  is  evident  that  he  did  not. 

Appeal  dismissed,  with  costs. 


Sage  v.  Callaghan. 

Amendment. 

Held,  that  under  the  circumstances  stated  below,  in  an  action  for  seizing 
two  horses,  the  judge  was  justified  in  allowing  a waggon  and  set  of 
harness  to  be  inserted  also  in  the  declaration  at  the  trial,  the  defend- 
ant’s council  objecting,  but  admitting  that  he  was  not  taken  by  sur- 
prise by  such  amendment. 

Action  for  unlawfully  converting  to  defendant’s  use  one 
horse,  one  mare,  one  double  waggon,  and  set  of  double 
harness,  and  one  pair  of  whipple-trees. 
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Pleas — not  guilty,  and  that  the  goods  were  not  the 
plaintiff’s.  At  the  trial  at  Woodstuck,  before  Hagarty , J., 
the  learned  judge  allowed  the  record  to  be  amended,  by 
inserting  the  waggon  and  harness  in  addition  to  the  horses ; 
the  defendant’s  counsel  objecting,  but  not  asserting  that  he 
was  taken  by  surprise;  and  a verdict  was  found  for  the 
plaintiff  for  £75. 

Beard,  obtained  a rule  nisi  for  a new  trial,  on  the  ground, 
among  others,  that  this  amendment  had  been  improperly 
allowed.  He  cited  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  sec. 
222;  Bye  v.  Bower,  1 Car.  & Marsh,  252;  Wilkin  v.  Reed, 
15  C.  B.  205;  May  v.  Footner,  5 E.  & B.  507 ; Brennan  v. 
Howard,  1 H.  & N.  188. 

D.  G.  Miller  shewed  cause,  and  cited  Edwards  v.  Levy, 
'2  Fos.  & Fin.  96,  note  b;  St.  Losky  v.  Green,  2 Fos.  & 
Fin.  106. 

The  facts  appear  in  the  judgment. 

Robinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

We  have  read  the  evidence,  and,  in  the  first  place,  we 
think  that  the  judge  was  well  warranted  in  allowing  the 
waggon  and  harness  to  be  inserted  in  the  record  in  addition 
to  the  horses.  The  whole  were  seized  at  one  time  by  the 
sheriff,  as  being  the  property  of  Redmond  Sage,  against 
whom  he  held  an  execution  at  the  suit  of  this  defendant, 
Callaghan.  The  plaintiff  might  no  doubt  have  been  entitled 
to  the  horses,  and  not  to  the  waggon  or  harness ; and  if  he  had 
intended  to  claim  the  horses  only,  and  the  defendant  under- 
standing that,  had  come  prepared  only  to  vindicate  his  right 
to  have  the  horses  seized,  it  would  clearly  have  been  wrong  to 
have  allowed  the  waggon  and  harness  to  be  added  during  the 
trial,  by  way  of  amendment,  at  least  without  postponing  the 
case  to  the  next  assizes,  if  the  defendant  had  desired  it,  and 
making  the  plaintiff  pay  the  costs  of  the  day ; but  it  being 
candidly  acknowledged  at  the  trial  on  the  defendant’s  part, 
that  he  could  not  complain  that  he  was  taken  by  surprise  by 
having  the  right  to  seize  the  waggon  and  harness  brought  in 
question,  we  think  the  judge  had  a discretion  to  allow 
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the  amendment  If  he  had  not  allowed  it  the  defendant 
would  have  been  harrassed  with  another  action. 

The  case  went  fairly  to  the  jury,  and  though  there  may 
be  good  reason  to  doubt  the  good  faith  of  Redmond  Sage, 
yet  the  evidence  fully  supports  the  verdict,  and  we  discharge 
the  rule. 

Rule  discharged. 


McKay  v.  Fee. 

Interest — Recovery  of  principal  and  six  per  cent. — Subsequent  action  on  agree- 
ment to  pay  a higher  rate. 

Plaintiff  sued  defendant  as  maker  and  A.  as  endorser  of  two  notes,  adding 
a count  for  interest,  and  at  tbe  trial  to  support  this  count  he  offered  in 
evidence  a written  undertaking  signed  by  defendant,  and  a similar  one 
by  A.,  to  allow  him  interest  at  the  rate  of  thirty  per  cent. , until  payment, 
in  consideration  of  the  plaintiff  allowing  three  months’  time.  The  learned 
judge  ruled  that  the  action  being  joint,  evidence  of  a separate  liability 
against  either  defendant  could  not  be  received,  and  the  plaintiff  then 
took  a verdict  against  both  defendants  for  the  amount  of  the  note  sand 
interest  at  six  per  cent.  After  judgment  had  been  entered  up  on  this 
and  satisfied,  he  sued  defendant  on  his  undertaking,  to  recover  24  per 
cent.,  the  balance  of  interest  agreed  to  be  paid  by  it. 

Held , that  the  judgment  recovered  was  a bar  to  any  further  claim  for 
interest  upon  the  same  notes. 

This  was  a special  case  stated  for  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  as  follows: — 

CASE. 

An  action  was  commenced  in  the  Court  of  Common  pleas 
by  the  above  named  plaintiff  against  the  above  named  de- 
fendant as  maker,  and  one  Robert  Armour  as  endorser,  of 
two  promissory  notes,  the  one  for  the  sum  of  $281.60,  and 
the  other  for  the  sum  of  $1915.15.  A count  was  added  in 
the  declaration  for  interest. 

At  the  trial  of  the  cause,  which  took  place  at  the  fall  assizes 
for  1859,  at  Toronto,  evidence  was  offered  to  support  the 
court  for  interest  by  putting  in  the  following  memorandum. 

“I  undertake  to  allow  Mr.  McKay  the  holder  of  my  pro- 
missory notes  for  $281.60,  and  $1915.15,  respectively,  both 
of  which  matured  on  the  27th  of  December,  1858,  interest 
upon  these  amounts  at  the  rate  of  2J  per  cent,  per  month, 
until  the  date  of  payment,  in  consideration  of  the  said 
McKay  having  consented  to  give  me  three  months’  time  for 
pavment. 

“ (Signed,)  JOHN  FEE. 

“ Bowmanviile,  14th  January,  1859.” 
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And  a similar  memorandum  signed  by  the  defendant,  Robert 
Armour. 

At  the  trial,  at  Toronto,  before  Draper,  C.  J.,  the  learned 
judge  ruled  that  being  a joint  action  against  maker  and  en- 
dorser, evidence  could  not  be  offered  of  any  separate  lia- 
bility against  either.  The  plaintiff  abandoned  any  claim 
on  the  memorandum  in  that  form  of  action,  and  a verdict 
was  taken  against  the  defendant  as  maker,  and  the  said 
Robert  Armour  as  endorser,  for  the  amount  of  the  two  pro- 
missory notes,  and  interest  up  to  date  of  verdict  at  six  per 
cent.,  and  judgment  for  the  same  was  entered  upon  the  24th 
day  of  October,  1859,  which  judgment  has  been  since  satisfied. 

This  action  has  now  been  brought  against  the  defendant 
to  recover  interest  on  the  memorandum  above  mentioned. 

It  is  admitted  that  the  period  for  which  the  six  per  cent, 
was  taken  covers  that  portion  of  the  period  for  which  the 
interest  is  now  demanded  at  the  greater  rate  up  to  the  date 
of  the  entry  of  the  said  judgment,  and  that  the  principal 
sums  are  identical,  but  the  plaintiff  demands  twenty-four 
per  cent.,  being  the  thirty  per  cent,  in  the  memorandum, 
less  six  per  cent,  recovered. 

The  defendant  contends  that  the  judgment  recovered  for 
the  six  per  cent,  is  a bar  to  the  recovery  of  any  other 
amount  of  interest  on  the  above  mentioned  memorandum, 
and  that  the  verdict  rendered  on  the  said  notes  with  legal 
interest,  and  the  judgment  entered  thereon,  is  a complete 
bar  to  the  recovery  of  the  interest  claimed  in  this  action, 
and  that  this  action  must  fail. 

If  the  court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  recovered 
for  interest  at  the  rate  of  six  per  cent,  on  the  original  amount 
due  up  to  date  of  the  said  judgments,  does  not  bar  the  re- 
covery of  the  interest  claimed  in  this  action,  judgment  is  to 
be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  amount  of  interest  at  the 
rate  of  twenty-five  per  cent,  a year  on  the  principal  sum, 
from  the  date  of  said  agreement  to  the  date  of  payment,  or 
a less  sum  up  to  the  date  of  entering  judgment  in  this  ac- 
tion, or  less  rate,  as  the  court  may  see  fit  to  award. 

If  the  court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  no  portion  of  the  said 
twenty-four  per  cent,  can  be  recovered  after  recovery  of 
judgment  for  six  per  cent.,  then  judgment  is  to  be  entered 
for  the  defendant  with  costs  of  suit. 

Cameron , Q.  C.,  for  the  plaintiff,  cited  Seddon  v.  Tutop, 
6 T.  R.  607;  Hadley  v.  Green,  2 Cr.  & J.  874. 

McMichael,  contra,  cited  IB.  & B.  482  ; Lord  Bagot  v. 
Williams,  8 B.  & C.  285. 
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Bobinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

We  think  there  can  be  no  further  recovery  upon  the  pro- 
missory notes  after  judgment  obtained  against  both  the 
parties  for  the  sums  payable  with  six  per  cent,  interest, 
which  judgment  moreover  has  been  satisfied.  The  interest 
was  an  accessory  to  the  debt,  damages  in  effect  for  detain- 
ing it,  and  such  interest  as  the  plaintiff  shewed  himself 
entitled  to  in  the  opinion  of  the  court  and  jury  on  the  former 
trial  covered  the  whole  period  up  to  the  judgment.  Can 
there  then  be  another  recovery  for  interest  for  forbearance 
of  the  same  debt,  for  the  same  period  of  time  ? We  think 
there  cannot  be. 

Admitting  that  the  special  agreement  for  paying  so  ex- 
orbitant a rate  of  interest  could  be  enforced  against  each 
on  his  separate  undertaking,  the  plaintiff  might  have  sued 
each  separately,  and  might  have  advanced  in  support  of 
each  action  this  special  agreement  signed  by  each  defend- 
ant respectively. 

Whether  it  was  quite  clear  that  he  could  not  have  the 
same  advantage  in  an  action  under  the  statute  against  the 
maker  and  endorser,  we  need  not  give  any  opinion.  The 
learned  judge  at  the  trial  decided  that  question  at  the  time, 
and  the  plaintiff  acquiesced,  and  took  his  verdict  for  the 
interest  at  six  per  cent.,  and  has  entered  judgment  on  it. 
We  think  after  this  he  can  sue  for  no  more  interest  on  those 
notes,  though  he  has  endeavoured  to  recover  upon  the  spe- 
cial agreement  respecting  interest,  or  for  a distinct  and  in- 
dependent cause  of  action. 

Judgment  must  in  our  opinion  be  entered  for  the  defendant. 

Judgment  for  defendant. 


Robinson  v.  Grange. 

Appeal  from  county  court — Application  to  amend  judgment — Delay. 

On  appeal  from  a county  court  this  court  reversed  the  judgment  below, 
discharging  the  rule  nisi  to  enter  a verdict  for  defendant,  which  ap- 
peared by  the  appeal  books  to  have  issued,  and  made  absolute  that  rule. 
Six  terms  afterwards  the  plaintiff  moved  to  amend  the  judgment  by 
grantinganew  trial, on  affidavits  that  no  leave  was  reserved  in  the  court 
below  to  enter  a verdict  for  d ef  endant ; but  this  court  refused  to  interfere. 

In  this  case  an  appeal  came  from  the  county  court  of 
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Brant,  from  a judgment  given  there,  discharging  a rule 
nisi  to  enter  a verdict  for  defendant,  (instead  of  a verdict 
that  had  been  given  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  trial,)  or  to  grant 
a new  trial  on  the  law  and  evidence,  &c. 

This  court  considered  that  the  plaintiff  had  failed  in  mak- 
ing out  a cause  of  action  against  the  defendant  for  neglect 
in  not  seizing  and  selling  under  a ft.  fa.  at  Robinson’s  suit; 
and  the  principal  ground  of  the  judgment  was,  that  the 
plaintiff  failed  in  shewing  that  the  stock  in  a building 
society,  which  he  had  desired  the  sheriff  to  seize  and  sell, 
belonged  to  the  debtor,  Banks.  They  reserved  the  judg- 
ment discharging  the  rule,  and  made  it  absolute  for  enter- 
ing a verdict  for  defendant,  as  they  thought  the  court  be- 
low should  have  done,  looking  at  the  terms  of  the  rule  nisi. 
This  judgment  was  given  in  Easter  Term,  1859,  and  is  re- 
ported in  18  U.  C.  R.  260. 

R.  A.  Harrison  in  this  term  moved  to  amend  the  judg- 
ment by  granting  a new  trial,  instead  of  ordering  a verdict 
for  the  defendant  to  be  entered,  upon  an  affidavit,  stating 
that  at  the  trial  in  the  county  court  no  leave  to  enter  a 
verdict  for  the  defendant  was  reserved.  He  cited  Sutor  v. 
McLean,  8 C.  P.  205  ; Walker  v.  King,  6 L.  J.  Ex.  184  N.  S. 

M.  C.  Cameron  shewed  cause. 

Robinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

We  decline  altering  a judgment  given  in  court  six  or 
seven  terms  ago.  We  took  it  for  granted  that  the  rule  nisi 
was  ordered  in  the  terms  in  which  it  was  set  forth  in  the 
appeal  book  before  us,  and  we  disposed  of  it  accordingly. 
No  objection  was  taken  to  the  form  in  which  the  rule  nisi 
had  issued  on  the  argument  of  the  appeal,  nor  was  it  stated 
in  affidavits  before  us  in  the  argument  of  the  rule  in  the 
county  court. 

If  there  v7as  any  thing  wrong,  the  plaintiff  had  ample 
time  and  opportunity  to  have  it  made  right  while  the  case 
was  pending,  after  the  trial  in  the  court  below,  and  after- 
wards while  the  appeal  was  pending ; and  if  he  could  be  ex- 
cused for  omitting  this,  at  least  he  should  not  have  allowed 
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such  a time  to  elapse  without  objecting  after  the  judgment 
in  appeal  had  been  openly  given  in  court. 

Besides,  there  is  really  no  object  in  a new  trial,  and  if  we 
could  alter  the  judgment  after  the  term  in  which  it  was 
given,  we  should  not  make  such  a precedent  in  this  case, 
under  the  circumstances,  when  nothing  wrong  was  done  by 
this  court  as  the  appeal  stood  before  us,  and  when  no 
object  would  be  gained  by  interposing. 

Rule  discharged. 


The  Queen  v.  Tisdale  and  Shaver. 

Indictment — Extortion  by  magistrates — Joint  offence. 

Where  two  defendants  sat  together  as  magistrates,  and  one  exacted  a 
sum  of  money  from  a person  charged  before  them  with  a felony,  the 
other  not  dissenting. 

Held,  that  they  might  be  jointly  convicted. 

Held,  also,  not  indispensable  that  the  indictment  should  charge  them  with 
having  acted  corruptly. 

The  defendants  were  tried  at  Hamilton,  before  McLean, 
J.,  and  found  guilty  of  extortion  in  exacting  from  one  David 
Bantenhammer,  charged  with  felony  before  them  as  magis- 
trates, 25s.  as  fees  due  to  them  as  justices,  and  for  fees  for 
his  arrest. 

No  objection  was  taken  to  the  form  of  the  indictment  at 
the  trial. 

Read,  Q.  C.,  moved  for  a new  trial  on  the  law  and 
evidence,  or  to  arrest  the  judgment,  because  the  indictment 
did  not  charge  them  with  acting  corruptly.  It  was  objected 
that  no  joint  offence  was  proved  against  the  defendants,  for 
that,  though  they  sat  together,  one  only  received  seventy- 
five  cents,  as  a fee  which  he  claimed  for  the  discharge  of 
the  defendant,  the  charge  made  against  him  not  being  (as 
they  both  thought)  sustained  by  evidence. 

Robinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

The  courts  do  not  quash  indictments  for  extortion,  but 
leave  the  defendant  to  demur,  (a)  and  here  we  do  not  see 


(a)  See  Rex  v.  Wadsworth,  5 Mod.  18. 
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any  defect  in  the  indictment,  for  the  word  corruptly  does 
not  appear  to  be  indispensable. 

Two  or  more  persons  may  be  jointly  convicted  of  extor- 
tion when  they  act  together  and  concur  in  the  demand.  It 
is  a misdemeanor,  and  all  are  principals. 

We  see  no  ground  for  a new  trial,  and  do  not  grant  a 
rule  nisi.  The  demand  was  entirely  illegal,  and  it  is  en- 
forced by  these  two  defendants  sitting  and  acting  together, 
neither  dissenting.  They  cannot  set  up  as  a defence  such 
extraordinary  ignorance  of  the  law  as  it  would  be  necessary 
to  believe  they  laboured  under  before  it  could  be  credited 
that  they  had  fallen  into  a mistake  as  to  their  right  to 
charge  the  defendant  with  costs  in  such  a case,  and  under 
such  circumstances. 

Eule  refused. 


Alexander  Macaulay  v.  Marshall. 

Interpleader — Estoppel. 

Where  in  an  interpleader  issue  (the  execution  creditor  being  defendant)  it 
appeared  that  the  plaintiff  had  taken  a bill  of  sale  of  the  goods  in  ques- 
tion from  the  execution  debtor  while  the  fi.  fa.  was  in  the  sheriff’s 
hands : Held,  that  he  was  not  thereby  estopped  from  denying  the  debtor’s 
title,  this  action  not  being  upon  the  deed,  and  between  other  parties. 

Appeal  from  the  county  court  of  Hastings. 

This  was  an  interpleader  issue  to  try  the  right  to  certain 
goods  seized  by  the  sheriff  of  Northumberland  and  Dur- 
ham, undsr  a writ  of  fi.  fa.  delivered  to  him  on  the  21st  of 
June,  1859,  at  the  suit  of  Scott  Marshall,  defendant  in  the 
interpleader,  against  one  Charles  J.  Macaulay. 

The  plaintiff  in  the  interpleader,  Alexander  Macaulay, 
claimed  under  a chattel  mortgage  made  to  him  by  the 
execution  debtor  on  the  19th  of  June,  1858,  and  filed  on 
the  21st.  On  the  11th  of  July,  1859,  under  a purchase  of 
the  equity  of  redemption  at  a sale  under  a division  court 
execution  made  in  March,  1859  he  took  a bill  of  sale  of 
the  whole  or  part  of  he  property  from  the  debtor,  which 
was  filed  on  the  12th. 

A nonsuit  was  moved  for,  on  the  grounds  that  the  last  bill 
18  u.  c.  q.  b.  20. 
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of  sale  having  been  taken  by  the  plaintiff  from  the  execu- 
tion debtor  while  the  fi.  fa.  was  in  the  sheriff’s  hands,  he 
was  estopped  from  denying  that  the  goods  then  belonged 
to  the  debtor;  and  that  no  claim  could  be  made  under  the 
chattel  mortgage,  as  it  had  not  been  renewed. 

Leave  was  reserved  to  move  upon  these  objections,  and 
the  bona  fides  of  the  transaction  was  left  to  the  jury,  who 
found  for  the  plaintiff. 

A rule  nisi  to  enter  a nonsuit  pursuant  to  leave  reserved 
was  discharged,  and  the  defendant  appealed. 

Crombie , for  the  appellant,  cited  Ruttan  v.  Weller,  14  U. 
C.  R.  44;  Bell  v.  Peel,  15  U.  C.  R.  593;  Cornish  v.  Abing- 
ton,  28  L.  J.  Ex.  262. 

Wallbridge,  Q.  C.,  contra,  cited  Tay.  Ev.,  sec.  769. 

The  facts  are  further  stated  in  the  judgment. 

Robinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

It  was  a rule  nisi  for  nonsuit  only  that  was  moved  for, 
and  granted  in  the  court  below,  and  the  judgment  discharg- 
ing that  the  rule  nisi  is  appealed  from.  There  was  a good 
deal  of  reason  afforded  by  the  evidence  to  suspect  a collu- 
sive transfer  or  mortgage  between  Charles  Macaulay  and 
this  plaintiff,  his  brother,  to  avoid  payment  of  Charles’s 
debts;  but  there  was  evidence  that  upheld  it,  and  the  jury 
found  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff,  which  settles  the  point  of 
the  bona  fides  in  making  the  assignment,  as  the  verdict 
has  not  been  moved  against. 

As  to  the  ground  relied  upon — that  the  taking  of  the  bill 
of  sale  of  July,  1859,  from  Charles  Macaulay  while  the  fi. 
fa.  at  this  defendant’s  suit  was  in  the  sheriff’s  hands  pre- 
vents all  legal  question  as  to  this  defendants  right  to  a ver- 
dict, because  that  is  an  admission  by  Alexander  Macaulay 
that  the  property  at  that  moment  did  not  belong  to  himself, 
but  to  his  brother  Charles,  in  which  case  the  fi.  fa.  must  have 
bound  it,  and  prevented  it  being  disposed  of  by  the  bill  of 
sale  to  the  prejudice  of  this  defendant — it  is  asserted,  and 
there  was  evidence  to  that  effect,  that  the  bill  of  sale  of  July, 
1859,  did  not  cover  all  the  goods  now  in  question;  and 
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if  so  any  estoppel  that  could  arise  under  it  against  the  plain- 
tiff could  not  determine  the  right  against  him  in  regard  to 
all  the  property  seized  and  claimed. 

If  this  be  so  the  judge  could  not  have  granted  a nonsuit 
on  that  ground,  though  possibly  he  migt  have  granted  a 
new  trial,  notwithstanding  it  had  not  been  moved  for.  That, 
however,  would  have  been  discretionary  on  his  part. 

As  to  the  estoppel,  we  could  not  venture  to  hold  the 
assignment  made  in  July,  1859,  to  be  an  estoppel  without 
seeing  and  examining  it  carefully,  and  it  is  not  shewn  to  us. 
There  might  be  some  thing  in  the  deed  which  would  shew 
that  it  ought  not  to  be  treated  as  an  estoppel.  It  might 
have  been  taken  merely  for  confirmation  of  title,  or  to  ex- 
tinguish some  interest  which  could  not  betaken  in  execution. 

And  at  any  rate,  it  could  only  be  matter  of  observation 
to  the  jury  as  a strong  fact  in  the  case,  to  strengthen  the 
belief  from  other  evidence  that  Charles  Macaulay  was  at 
that  point  of  time  owner  of  the  goods.  The  judge  could 
not  have  directed  a nonsuit  upon  it  in  this  action,  not  upon 
the  deed,  and  between  other  parties. 

The  case  of  Carpenter  v.  Bullen,  (8  M.  & W.  209,)  is 
much  in  point,  and  shews  that  what  the  plaintiff  relies  upon 
as  a conclusive  estoppel  cannot  be  so  treated. 

In  our  opinion  the  appeal  must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

Appeal  dismissed. 


O’Mullin  v.  Bishop  and  Murphy. 

Short  absence  of  juror  after  close  of  case — Mistake — New  trial  refused. 

At  the  trial  of  an  action  for  overflowing  land,  the  jury  were  allowed  to 
separate  at  the  end  of  the  first  day,  before  the  case  was  closed.  After 
they  had  retired  to  consider  their  verdict  next  day,  one  j uror  was  allowed 
to  go  out  in  charge  of  a constable,  and  on  his  return  met  the  people 
coming  out  of  the  court-house,  who  told  him  that  the  court  was  over,  and 
the  jury  dismissed  for  that  day.  He  then  went  home,  but  was  brought 
back  by  the  constable  in  less  than  an  hour,  and  came  in  with  the  rest 
of  the  jury  in  a short  time  to  deliver  the  verdict  for  defendants.  He 
swore  that  during  his  absence  he  had  had  no  conversation  about  the 
suit,  and  no  misconduct  was  imputed  to  defendants  in  the  matter. 

The  court,  under  these  circumstances,  refused  to  disturb  the  verdict. 

This  was  an  action  on  the  case  for  overflowing  the  plaintiff’s 
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land,  by  wrongfully  continuing  a dam  that  had  been  erected 
across  the  Nation  River. 

At  the  trial,  at  Cornwall,  before  Draper , C.  J.,  the  jury 
found  their  verdict  for  the  defendants. 

J.  S.  Macdonald,  Q.  C.,  obtained  a rule  nisi  for  a new 
trial  on  the  law  and  evidence,  and  on  affidavits. 

Deacon  shewed  cause, pand  cited  Rex  v.  Woolf,  1 Chitty 
Rep.  401. 

Robinson,  C.  J.,  (after  stating  and  commenting  upon  the 
evidence,  which  was  held  to  support  the  verdict.) 

We  think  the  only  thing  that  requires  to  be  considered  in 
the  case  is  whether  the  verdict  should  be  set  aside  on  ac- 
count of  the  alleged  misconduct  of  one  of  the  jury,  in 
separating  himself  from  the  rest  after  the  case  was  closed, 
and  continuing  absent  for  about  three  quarters  of  an  hour, 
without  the  consent  of  the  constable  who  had  him  in  charge. 
As  to  that  matter,  we  have  read  the  affidavits  filed  on  each 
side  respecting  the  absence  of  the  juryman,  and  do  not 
think  we  should  on  that  account  set  aside  the  verdict. 

It  appears  clearly  to  have  arisen  from  a mistake  into 
which  the  juryman  and  the  constable  who  had  charge  of  him 
naturally  fell,  from  the  circumstance  of  the  jury  having 
been  allowed  to  separate  on  the  night  before,  while  the  trial 
was  yet  unfinished.  This  juryman,  on  the  second  day  of  the 
trial,  soon  after  the  jury  had  retired  to  the  jury-room  to 
consider  their  verdict,  asked  leave  to  go  into  the  yard,  and 
was  allowed  to  go  in  charge  of  a constable.  He  was  return- 
ing in  a few  minutes  with  the  constable  into  the  court,  when 
they  met  the  people  issuing  from  the  court  house,  and  were 
told  that  the  court  was  over  for  the  day.  The  constable  ran 
up  stairs,  leaving  behind  him  the  juryman  of  'whom  he  was  in 
charge,  and  that  juryman,  being  told,  as  he  swears,  by  one 
of  the  crowd,  that  the  jury  had  been  dismissed  for  the  night, 
went  home  to  get  his  supper;  but  before  he  had  supped  the 
constable  in  whose  charge  he  had  been  followed  him  to  his 
house,  and  took  him  with  him  to  the  court  again,  when  he 
joined  the  rest  of  the  jury  in  the  jury-room,  and  after  a short 
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time  they  all  came  into  court  and  delivered  their  verdict  for 
the  defendants. 

The  plaintiff  was  not  deprived  of  the  advantage  of  this 
juryman’s  opinion  upon  the  case,  for  he  came  in  as  foreman 
with  the  verdict.  It  is  sworn  by  the  juryman  that  in  the 
short  time  that  he  was  absent  from  the  rest  of  the  jury  he 
had  no  conversation  with  any  one  about  this  suit.  There  is 
no  reason  to  suppose  that  any  thing  wrong  was  designed, 
or  that  any  thing  wrong  was  done. 

The  evidence  upon  the  trial  shewed  no  injury  that  could 
have  appeared  to  the  jury  to  call  for  any  considerable  dam- 
ages, and  their  was  evidence  on  the  defendants’  side  quite 
sufficient  to  support  what  seems  to  have  been  the  opinion  of 
the  jury,  that  there  really  was  no  cause  of  action  proved,  for 
that  the  plaintiff’s  land  could  not  and  was  not  affected  by 
the  dam  complained  of,  but  was  a low  swale,  naturally  wet, 
and  that  it  had  beeu  quite  as  wet  before  the  defendants’  dam 
was  erected  as  it  had  been  since.  It  is  true  that  there  was 
evidence  to  the  contrary,  but  upon  the  whole  testimony  it 
was  at  least  uncertain  whether  the  plaintiff  had  suffered  any 
injury  at  all  from  the  dam.  The  jury  were  all  present  when 
the  verdict  was  delivered,  and  no  dissent  expressed  by  any 
of  them.  No  improper  conduct  is  attributed  to  the  defend- 
ants, or  either  of  them ; the  short  absence  of  one  of  the 
jury,  who  had  all  been  allowed  to  separate  the  night  before, 
while  the  cause  was  yet  unfinished,  happened  from  mistake, 
and  there  is  no  reason  to  think  that  any  injustice  has  arisen 
from  the  accident. 


Kule  discharged. 
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Hawoeth  and  Kesteven  y.  Fletchee. 

County  court — Bight  of  appeal — Omission  to  give  bond  in  time — Assignment — 
Description  of  goods. 

Where  in  the  county  court  a verdict  is  taken  for  the  plaintiff,  with  leave 
reserved  to  move  to  enter  it  for  defendant,  an  appeal  will  lie  from  the 
judgment  on  such  motion. 

This  court  will  not  refuse  to  hear  an  appeal  properly  entered,  because  the 
necessary  bond  was  not  given  in  time. 

In  an  assignment  the  goods  were  described  as  “ all  the  household  furni- 
ture, goods,  chattels,  and  effects,  belonging  to  and  being  in  the  dwelling 
house  of  the  said  Burrowes,  and  which  are  enumerated  and  set  forth 
in  the  second  schedule  hereunto  annexed  ; and  also  the  stock  in  trade, 
implements  of  business,  and  machinery  in  the  said  schedule  enumerated 
and  set  forth.” 

In  the  margin  of  the  schedule  different  localities  were  mentioned,  and  op- 
posite to  them  the  goods  specified,  the  articles  in  question  being  as  follows: 
Stable  and  coach-house.—  Three  horses,  three  sets  of  harness,  one  straw 
cutter;  one  cow,  one  cutter,  two  buggies,  &c.,  &c. 

Lumber  yard. — Two  waggons,  one  pair  bob-sleighs,  four  wheel-barrows, 
tressels  and  scaffolding,  old  lumber , dtc.,  two  thousand  feet  of  oak  and 
hardwood  plank  and  boards,  sixty  thousand  feet  of  prime  assorted  sizes , two 
thousand  feet  of  flooring , one  pair  of  timber  wheels,  one  hand-cart , two  yard 
dogs,  cut  stone. 

Held , that  the  articles  in  italics  were  sufficiently  described,  and  passed  as 
stock  in  trade,  and  that  the  description  as  to  the  others  was  insufficient. 

Appeal  from  the  county  court  of  the  united  counties  of 
York  and  Peel. 

This  was  an  interpleader  issue  to  try  the  right  to  certain 
goods  seized  under  a writ  of  Ji.  fa.,  delivered  to  the  sheriff 
on  the  12th  of  April,  1860,  at  the  suit  of  the  defendant 
against  one  George  K.  Burrowes. 

The  plaintiffs  claimed  under  an  assignment  from  said  Bur- 
rowes, dated  the  11th  of  February,  1860,  which  was  ad- 
mitted, and  found  by  the  jury  to  have  been  made  bona  fide. 

It  was  objected  by  defendant’s  counsel  that  the  description 
of  some  of  the  goods  assigned  was  insufficient,  and  a verdict 
was  taken  for  the  plaintiffs,  with  leave  to  defendant  to  move 
to  enter  a verdict  for  him  for  the  whole  or  part  of  the  property. 

By  this  assignment,  the  said  Burrowes  assigned  and  set 
over  to  the  plaintiffs,  “all  the  household  furniture,  goods, 
chattels,  and  effects,  belong  to  and  being  in  the  dwelling 
house  of  the  said  Burrowes,  and  which  are  enumerated  and 
set  forth  in  the  second  schedule  hereunto  annexed ; and  also 
all  the  stock  in  trade,  implements  of  business,  and  mach- 
inery in  the  said  schedule  enumerated  and  set  forth.” 

The  schedule  was  headed  “ Schedule  No.  2,  mentioned  and 
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referred  to  in  the  assignment  of  George  Kirk  Burrowes, 
containing  a statement  of  the  household  furniture,  stock  in 
trade,  implements,  machinery,  goods,  chattels,  personal 
estate  and  effects  of  the  said  George  Kirk  Burrowes.” 

In  the  margin  of  the  schedule  were  mentioned  the  differ- 
ent rooms  or  places  where  the  goods  set  opposite  were,  and 
among  other  articles  were  the  following  : 

Stable  and  coach  house. — Three  horses,  three  sets  of  har- 
ness, one  straw-cutter,  one  cow,  one  cutter,  two  buggies, 
&c.,  &c. 

Lumber  yard. — Two  waggons,  one  pair  of  bob-sleighs, 
four  wheel-barrows,  tressels  and  scaffolding,  old  lumber, 
&c.,  two  thousand  feet  of  oak  and  hardwood  plank  and 
boards,  sixty  thousand  feet  of  prime  assorted  sizes,  two 
thousand  feet  of  flooring,  one  pair  of  timber  wheels,  one 
hand-cart,  two  yard  dogs,  &c.,  &c.,  cut  stone,  &c. 

After  argument  of  this  rule,  it  was  made  absolute  so  far 
as  regarded  the  three  horses,  three  sets  of  harness,  one 
straw  cutter,  one  cow,  one  cutter,  two  buggies,  old  lumber, 
&c.,  two  thousand  feet  of  oak  and  hardwood  plank  and 
boards,  sixty  thousand  feet  of  prime  assorted  sizes,  two 
thousand  feet  of  flooring,  one  pair  of  timber  wheels,  one 
hand-cart,  two  yard  drays,  &c.,  &c.,  cut  stone,  &c.;  and  as 
to  this  property  it  was  ordered  that  a verdict  should  be 
entered  for  defendant. 

The  plaintiffs  thereupon  appealed. 

B.  A.  Harrison,  for  the  respondent,  objected  that  the  ap- 
peal would  not  lie,  this  being  in  effect  a judgment  on  a special 
case,  and  because  the  appeal  bond  was  not  pefected  within 
the  four  days  allowed,  Consol.  Stats.  U.  C.,  ch.  15,  sec.  67, 
ch.  13,  sec.  28 ; Begina  v.  Wells,  17  U.  C.  R.  545 ; Hard- 
ing v.  Knowlson  et  al.,  lb.  564.  He  cited  also  Kingston  v. 
Chapman,  9 C.  P.  180  ; Bose  v.  Scott,  17  U.  C.  B.  385  ; 
U.  C.  L.  J.  217 ; Sutor  v.  McLean,  8 C.  P.  205. 

Hector  Cameron , contra,  cited  Wilson  v.  Kerr  et  al..  18 
U.  C.  B.  470  ; Fraser  v.  Bank  of  Toronto,  19  U.  C.  B.  381. 

Bobinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

We  see  no  objection  to  this  appeal  being  entertained. 
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This  is  not  a special  case  without  pleadings  or  evidence. 
There  is  a complete  record,  on  which  the  parties  have  had 
a trial  in  the  county  court.  The  course  taken  there,  of 
reserving  leave  to  move  in  term  upon  legal  points  raised 
at  the  trial,  merely  enables  the  judge  to  dispose  of  the  legal 
objections  so  as  to  give  final  effect  to  them,  without  incur- 
ring unnecessarily  the  expense  of  another  trial. 

When  he  decides  them  afterwards  in  term,  it  is  as  if  he 
had  decided  them  at  the  trial,  in  which  case  no  doubt  his 
ruling  could  have  been  appealed  from  under  the  county 
courts  act,  Consol.  Stats.  U.  C.,  cli.  15,  sec  67. 

When  points  are  reserved  by  consent,  the  parties  in  effect 
agree  that  the  case  shall  be  afterwards  treated  as  if  he  had 
charged  the  jury,  and  the  jury  had  found  under  his  ruling 
for  that  party  who  according  to  his  mode  of  disposing  after- 
wards of  the  point  reserved  is  found  entitled  to  the  verdict. 

This,  to  be  sure,  with  respect  to  appeals  from  the  supe- 
rior courts,  is  put  more  plainly  by  the  appeal  act,  ch.  18, 
sec.  28,  but  we  think  the  appeal  admissible  under  the  con- 
struction and  effect  that  ought  to  be  given  to  the  section  67 
of  the  county  courts  act. 

Then  as  to  the  appeal  being  shut  out  by  the  want  of 
giving  a bond  in  time.  We  see  no  statement  of  facts  as  to 
the  time  of  giving  the  security  for  the  purpose  of  appeal, 
but  it  is  evident  that  the  appeal  must  have  been  entered  in 
the  first  term  of  this  court  after  the  judgment,  and  that  is 
all  we  know  judicially  of  the  matter. 

If  the  party  now  appealing  did  not  furnish  a proper  bond 
in  time,  he  ran  the  risk  of  having  judgment  entered  against 
him  in  the  county  court,  from  which  he  probably  would  not 
have  been  relieved.  It  is  the  defendant  in  this  issue,  the 
execution  creditor,  who  appeals,  contending  that  the  plain- 
tiff should  not  have  recovered  for  as  much  as  he  has 
recovered. 

Then  as  to  the  judgment,  whether  it  is  correct  or  not. 
We  should  have  been  furnished  with  a list  of  what  had  been 
seized  on  the  defendant’s  execution,  and  of  what  portion  of 
the  things  so  seized  were  claimed  by  the  plaintiffs,  for  such 
things  only  could  be  in  question  on  the  trial.  Without  this 
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we  are  really  unable  to  deal  so  clearly  and  conveniently 
with  the  merits  of  the  case  as  we  could  otherwise  have  done. 

But  this  we  do  see,  that  the  plaintiffs  having  a verdict  in 
their  favour  at  the  trial  for  all  they  did  claim,  (be  it  what 
it  might,)  the  defendant  moved  afterwards  that  a verdict 
should  be  entered  in  his  (defendant’s)  favour  as  to  certain 
articles.  That  is  the  whole  extent  of  the  rule  nisi,  which  he 
obtained,  and  served  on  the  plaintiff. 

Then  the  learned  judge  acceded  to  what  the  defendant 
asked,  except  as  to  some  of  the  articles  mentioned  in  the 
rule,  and  by  the  judgment  some  of  the  goods  claimed  have 
in  consequence  been  struck  out  from  the  plaintiff’s  recovery. 

The  learned  judge  disallowed  them,  we  suppose,  as  not 
coming  under  the  designation  of  “ household  furniture,  or 
goods,  chattels  or  effects  belonging  to,  and  in  the  dwelling 
house  of  the  assigner ,”  nor  “ stock  in  trade,  implements  of 
business,  or  machinery  enumerated  in  the  second  scheduled ’ 

As  to  any  thing  that  we  cannot  intend  to  have  belonged 
to  and  been  in  the  dwelling-house,  they  would  not  pass,  we 
think,  under  the  first*words  used  : that  is,  “all  the  house- 
hold furniture,  goods,  chattels  and  effects  belonging  to  and 
being  in  a dwelling-house  of  the  said  Burrowes,  and  which 
are  enumerated  and  set  forth  in  the  second  schedule  here- 
unto annexed.”  That  is,  we  mean  that  they  would  not 
pass  under  the  reference  to  the  schedule  simply  because 
they  were  enumerated  in  it;  and  as  that  seems  to  apply  to 
all  the  articles  struck  out,  the  next  question  is,  whether  they 
should  not  be  held  to  pass  under  the  other  words,  “and 
also  all  the  stock  in  trade,  implements  of  business,  and 
machinery  in  the  said  schedule  enumerated  and  set  forth.” 
Burrowes’  trade  is  described  as  that  of  a builder,  and  the 
following  articles  seem  fairly  to  belong  to  his  stock  in  trade: 
old  lumber,  oak  and  hardwood  plank  and  boards,  prime  as- 
sorted sizes,  (which  we  suppose  means  some  kinds  of  lum- 
ber), flooring,  a pair  of  timber  wheels,  a hand-cart,  and  cut 
stone,  and  the  two  yard  dogs,  as  belonging  to  the  lumber 
yard  ; and  they  are  all  enumerated  in  the  schedule. 

We  think  that  the  reasonable  inference  from  what  is  stated 
in  the  schedule  is  that  this  stock  in  trade  was  all  on  the 
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plaintiffs’  premises  upon  Sayer  street,  and  may  be  held  to 
have  been  sufficiently  described  to  comply  with  the  statute. 

The  result  of  our  opinion  is  that  the  judgment  given  below 
should  be  reversed,  and  the  plaintiffs’  verdict  should  be 
allowed  to  stand  for  all  the  articles  except  the  three  horses, 
three  sets  of  harness,  and  straw  cutter,  one  cow,  one  cutter, 
two  buggies,  two  waggons ; and  as  regards  those  articles  the 
verdict  for  the  plaintiffs  should  be  set  aside,  and  a verdict 
entered  for  the  defendant. 


Purdon  v.  Playfair. 

New  trial — Affidavits  of  jurors. 

In  an  action  for  overflowing  land,  where  a verdict  had  been  found  for 
the  plaintiff,  the  court  refused  a rule  nisi  for  a new  trial,  moved  for 
upon  the  affidavits  of  two  of  the  jurors  that  they  had  examined  the  pre- 
mises since  the  trial,  and  were  satisfied  that  the  verdict  was  incorrect. 

This  was  an  action  for  overflowing  the  plaintiff’s  land, 
tried  at  Perth,  before  Robinson , C.  <J.,  in  which  the  jury 
found  for  the  plaintiff,  and  ,£30  damages. 

Richards , Q.  C.,  moved  for  a new  trial  on  the  law  and 
evidence,  and  upon  affidavits  of  two  of  the  jury  that  a few 
days  after  the  trial  they  visited  and  inspected  the  plaintiff’s 
land,  and  found  that  the  trees  and  herbage  upon  that  part 
of  it  which  was  represented  to  have  been  injured  were  in  a 
perfectly  healthy  state,  and  not  affected  by  back-water,  and 
that  they  were  now  convinced  that  their  verdict  was  incor- 
rect, and  if  it  remained  would  do  injustice  to  the  plaintiff. 

Robinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

We  think  we  should  be  taking  an  unprecedented  course, 
and  one  that  would  be  most  injurious  in  its  effects,  if  we  were 
to  allow  the  verdict  to  be  set  aside  upon  affidavits  made  after 
the  trial  by  jurymen,  of  what  they  had  discovered  since  the 
trial.  They  allege  no  mistake  in  deciding  upon  the  evidence 
that  was  before  them,  but  that  they  have  been  enquiring,  and 
have  ascertained  certain  facts  since.  If  we  were  to  interfere 
on  such  grounds,  jurors  who  had  decided  a case  would  have 
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no  rest,  but  would  be  besieged  by  applications  of  the  parties 
to  receive  more  evidence,  and  to  try  the  case  out  of  court. 

The  very  point  to  which  a very  few  of  the  jurors  now 
swear  was  the  main  point  in  issue  at  the  trial.  Numerous 
witnesses  were  examined  upon  it  on  both  sides,  and  either 
party  could  have  called  more  if  he  had  desired.  A view 
also  could  have  been  had  before  the  trial  by  the  jury  in  a 
body  if  prayed  for. 

Kule  refused. 


In  the  matter  of  the  Arbitration  between  the  Cor- 
poration of  the  United  Counties  of  Northumber- 
land and  Durham  and  the  Corporation  of  the  Town 
of  Cobourg. 

Separation  of  toivn  from  county — Arbitration — Consol.  Stats.  U.  C.,  ch. 

54,  secs.  26,  358. 

Upon  motion  to  set  aside  an  award  made  under  Consol  Stat.  U.  C.,  ch 
54,  sec.  26.  Held,  that  it  was  not  necessary  that  such  award  should 
direct  the  town  to  pay  any  portion  of  the  existing  debt  of  the  county,  and 
that  the  arbitrators,  finding  that  the  whole  debt  had  been  incurred  for 
making  roads  which  had  been  of  no  benefit  to  the  town,  were  justified 
in  awarding  that  the  town  should  pay  nothing  on  account  of  such  debt, 
and  that  the  county  should  refund  what  the  town  had  paid  towards 
the  construction  of  such  roads. 

The  arbitrators  did  not  take  or  file  any  oral  or  documentary  evidence, 
(under  sec.  358,  sub-sec.  13,)  but  relied  upon  the  knowledge  which  two 
of  them  had  of  the  position  of  the  municipalities  towards  each  other 
with  relation  to  money  matters,  and  obtained  the  specific  sums  on 
which  their  award  was  based  from  the  books  of  the  county  treasurer. 
These  sums  were  shewn  to  the  warden  at  the  last  meeting  of  the  arbi- 
trators, and  their  correctness  was  not  disputed.  Held,  sufficient. 

Held,  also,  that  the  arbitrators  had  no  power  to  award  as  to  costs,  and 
that  part  of  the  award  was  set  aside. 

In  Easter  Term  last,  Hodgins  obtained  a rule  nisi  call- 
ing upon  the  corporation  of  the  town  of  Cobourg,  to  shew 
cause  why  the  award  made  by  Thomas  Scott,  the  arbitra- 
tor appointed  by  the  corporation  of  the  town  of  Cobourg, 
pursuant  to  sec.  26  of  22  Vic.,  ch.  99,  and  Lewis  Wall- 
bridge,  the  third  arbitrator  appointed  by  the  said  Thomas 
Scott,  and  the  arbitrator  appointed  by  the  corporation  of 
the  United  Counties  of  Northumberland  and  Durham,  which 
award  is  dated  on  the  14th  day  of  February,  1860,  should 
not  be  set  aside,  on  the  following  grounds : — 

1.  That  the  said  award  is  contrary  to  the  provisions  of 


284  QUEEN’S  BENCH,  MICHAELMAS  TERM,  24  TIC.,  1860. 

the  statute  in  that  behalf,  in  this,  that  instead  of  directing 
what  amount  the  said  town  shall  pay  to  the  counties  for 
the  existing  debt  of  the  counties,  it  directs  that  the  town 
shall  pay  no  sum  whatever  to  the  said  counties  for  the 
existing  debt  of  the  counties. 

2.  That  the  arbitrators  exceeded  their  authority  in  this, 
that  they  have  awarded  that  the  corporation  of  the  said 
united  counties  shall  pay  a sum  of  money  to  the  corpora- 
tion of  the  town  for  the  construction  of  roads  and  bridges 
without  the  limits  of  the  said  town. 

3.  That  if  the  arbitrators  have  not  so  exceeded  their 
authority  they  should  have  awarded  what  sum  of  money 
the  said  town  should  pay  to  the  said  united  counties  for 
the  construction  of  roads  and  bridges  within  the  said  town. 

4.  That  the  arbitrators  exceeded  their  authority  in 
awarding  that  the  said  united  counties  shall  pay  the  debt 
of  the  said  counties  for  which  the  said  town  is  jointly  liable 
with  the  said  counties,  as  forming  part  thereof  at  the  time 
of  the  contracting  of  the  said  debt. 

5.  That  the  said  arbitrators  exceeded  their  authority,  in 
awarding  that  costs  shall  be  paid  in  the  manner  in  the  said 
award  set  forth,  or  in  any  manner  or  form  whatever. 

6.  That  the  said  arbitrators  acted  irregularly,  in  this, 
that  they  received  evidence  not  under  oath,  and  in  other 
respects  conducted  the  said  arbitration  in  an  illegal  and 
irregular  manner. 

7.  That  the  said  award  is  in  other  respects  illegal  and 
void,  upon  grounds  disclosed  in  affidavits  and  papers  filed. 

The  resolutions  of  the  respective  councils,  appointing 
each  an  arbitrator  on  behaJf  of  their  respective  municipal- 
ities, were  made  rules  of  court. 

The  award  was  made  on  the  14th  of  February,  1860. 
It  was  executed  by  Thomas  Scott  and  Lewis  Wallbridge, 
Esquires,  the  former  being  the  arbitrator  appointed  by  the 
town  of  Cobourg,  and  the  latter  by  him  and  Charles  H. 
Vernon,  Esquire,  the  arbitrator  on  behalf  of  the  united 
counties.  Mr.  Vernon  did  not  concur  in  the  award. 

This  application  was  made  on  the  24th  of  May  last,  in 
Easter  Term,  and  the  delay  in  moving  was  accounted  for  by 
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shewing  that  the  council  of  the  united  counties  had  no  notice 
or  knowledge  of  the  award  till  April  after  it  was  made,  and 
they  then  immediately  applied  for  and  obtained  a copy. 

It  was  sworn  by  the  warden  of  the  county  that  no  copy  of 
the  award  was  served  upon  him,  and  that  he  first  received 
information  of  it  by  rumour  in  April : that  no  copy  had  been 
filed  with  the  clerk  of  the  united  counties,  nor  any  evidence,, 
nor  statements,  nor  documents  filed  by  the  arbitrators,  as 
the  act  requires;  that  he,  the  warden,  attended  the  arbitra- 
tors, and  made  a statement  of  the  relation  between  the  two 
municipalities,  but  was  not  examined  on  oath,  nor  was  any 
statement  or  minutes  thereof  taken  down  during  his 
presence  : that  he  believed  no  evidence  on  oath  was  taken 
by  the  arbitrators,  nor  any  minutes  of  evidence  taken  or  kept 
by  them : that  the  debt  of  the  united  counties  was  at  the  time 
of  the  arbitration  £1 15,000,  contracted  for  the  making  of 
roads  within  the  united  counties,  under  the  municipal  loan 
fund  act ; that  by  a late  statute  of  the  province,  the  several 
local  municipalities  of  the  united  counties  were  obliged  to 
raise  a rate  of  five  cents  in  the  dollar  to  pay  the  principal 
and  interest  of  the  loan  : that  in  the  year  1859,  $1680  was 
levied  by  the  united  counties  upon  the  town  of  Cobourg  for 
general  purposes,  and  $4056  as  a special  rate  to  pay  off  the 
said  rate  of  five  cents  on  the  dollar,  but  that  neither  of  these 
sums  had  been  collected  or  paid  to  the  united  counties,  and 
it  was  not  known  whether  in  making  their  award  the  arbi- 
trators took  into  consideration  the  said  indebtedness  of  the 
town  of  Cobourg  to  the  said  united  counties. 

The  arbitrators  seemed  to  have  been  appointed  by  resolu- 
tions in  December,  1859. 

The  town  was  withdrawn  from  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
united  counties  by  by-law  of  the  town  of  Cobourg,  passed  on 
the  5th  of  December,  1859,  to  take  effect  from  the  81st  of 
December,  1859,  the  by-law  having  been  first  (in  November, 
1859)  approved  of  by  the  electors  of  the  town. 

The  award  of  the  two  arbitrators  executing  it  directed, 
among  other  things,  that  the  town  of  Cobourg  should  pay  no 
sum  whatsover  to  the  united  counties  for  the  existing  debt 
of  the  said  counties ; and  that  the  united  counties  should  forth- 
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with  pay  to  the  town  of  Cobourg  £207,  which  the  said  town 
had  heretofore  paid  for  the  construction  of  roads  and  bridges 
by  the  united  counties  without  the  limits  of  the  said  town ; 
and  further  that  the  corporation  of  the  united  counties  do 
pay  the  debt  of  the  said  counties  for  which  the  said  town 
was  jointly  liable  with  the  said  counties,  as  forming  part 
thereof  at  the  time  of  contracting  the  said  debt : that  the 
counties  had  not  paid,  and  were  not  liable  to  pay  any  sum 
whatever  for  the  construction  of  roads  or  bridges  within  the 
said  town;  and  that  the  corporation  of  Cobourg  should  pay 
£75,  being  the  costs  of  the  reference,  and  that  the  corpora- 
tion of  the  united  counties  should  forthwith  pay  the  sum  of 
£37  10s.  to  the  town  of  Cobourg,  being  one-half  thereof 
payable  by  the  said  united  counties. 

The  clerk  of  the  municipality  of  the  united  counties  made 
affidavit  that  the  original  copy  of  the  award  was  filed  in  the 
office  of  the  clerk  of  the  corporation  of  Cobourg,  and  that 
the  copy  produced  to  the  court  was  obtained  by  the  depo- 
nent from  such  clerk:  that  no  copy  of  the  award  had  been 
served  upon  him  as  clerk  of  the  corporation  of  the  united 
counties  or  otherwise,  and  that  the  first  intimation  received 
of  it  was  by  rumour : that  he  enquired  of  the  clerk  of  the 
corporation  of  Cobourg,  whether  the  arbitrators  had  filed 
with  him,  or  placed  in  his  office,  any  evidence  taken  by  them 
under  the  reference,  or  any  other  papers  on  which  the  award 
was  founded,  and  he  informed  deponent  that  no  evidence  was 
filed  with  him,  and  that  he  had  no  document  whatever  con- 
nected with  the  arbitration  but  the  award : that  he  attended 
the  arbitration  on  one  occasion,  and  was  asked  questions,  but 
was  not  examined  on  oath,  and  no  minutes  of  evidence  were 
taken  down;  that  the  arbitrators  attended  once  or  twice  at 
his  office,  and  examined  the  proceedings  of  the  council  of  the 
united  counties,  but  took  no  memorandum  or  extract  of  the 
proceedings  that  he  saw : that  they  never  applied  to  him  for 
extracts  or  certified  copies  of  proceedings  of  the  councils; 
that  so  far  as  he  was  aware  no  evidence  was  taken  by  the 
arbitrators  on  oath : that  the  treasurer  of  the  counties  was, 
as  he  believed,  examined  before  the  arbitrators,  but  deponent 
was  not  aware  that  he  was  examined  on  oath ; that  no  oath 
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or  affirmation  of  said  arbitrators  was  filed  with  him,  nor 
with  the  award  in  the  hands  of  the  clerk  of  the  corporation 
of  Cobourg,  as  he  believed. 

The  rule  was  enlarged  until  this  term,  when  Cameron , 
Q.  C.,  shewed  cause.  He  filed  an  affidavit  of  Mr.  Wall- 
bridge,  the  third  arbitrator,  stating  that  all  the  arbitrators 
were  sworn  before  entering  upon  the  arbitration,  and  that 
the  oaths  were  left  in  possession  of  Mr.  Scott,  one  of  the 
arbitrators:  (they  were  produced  on  the  argument  of  this 
rule:)  that  the  warden  was  duly  notified  of  the  time  and 
place  of  meeting  of  the  arbitrators,  and  attended  at  least 
one  meeting:  that  the  arbitrator,  Mr.  Yernon,  had  been  or 
was  then  reeve  of  one  of  the  townships  of  Northumberland, 
and  was  well  informed  of  the  debts  of  the  corporation,  and 
so  was  Mr.  Scott,  so  much  so  that  they  did  not  require  wit- 
nesses to  tell  them  of  them,  but  merely  required  to  be  in- 
formed of  the  precise  figures,  for  the  purpose  of  charging 
the  amounts  against  the  party  to  be  charged  therewith  : 
that  for  that  purpose  all  the  arbitrators  went  as  often  as 
was  necessary  to  the  office  of  the  treasurer  of  the  county, 
and  there  saw  either  the  treasurer,  or  his  nephew,  or  the 
clerk  of  the  counties,  who  turned  to  the  books  and  shewed 
them  such  entries  as  they  desired  to  see,  and  then  wrote 
down  the  figures  which  they  required,  and  that  nothing  else 
was  required  of  him  : that  the  clerk,  Jellett,  was  not  re- 
quired as  a witness,  and  was  not  a witness:  that  at  the  last 
meeting  of  the  arbitrators  the  warden  of  the  counties  at- 
tended, and  the  arbitrators  mentioned  to  him  the  sums  on 
which  they  were  to  base  their  award,  and  that  he  did  not 
and  could  not  dispute  the  correctness  of  the  same:  that  the 
arbitrators  did  not  require  other  evidence  than  such  as  was 
within  the  knowledge  of  Yernon  and  Scott,  all  of  which 
was  verified  by  the  books  either  of  the  county  clerk  or  the 
treasurer  : that  a statement  shewing  how  the  award  was 
arrived  at  was  made  up,  which  he  believed  was  left  with 
Mr.  Scott, but  which  the  latter  had  told  him  he,  the  deponent, 
took  with  him , which  this  deponent  had  no  recollection  of:  that 
the  statement  was  very  simple  and  could  be  easily  made  up 
again:  that  in  the  opinion  of  the  two  arbitrators  who  made 
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the  award,  Cobourg  had  not  received  any  thing  from  the 
united  counties,  and  therefore  the  deponent  could  not  agree 
to  find  any  sum  against  the  town:  that  the  great  sum  con- 
stituting the  joint  debt  of  the  counties  and  town  had  been 
expended  in  such  a manner,  deponent  thought,  as  to  injure 
the  town,  and  the  town  could  not  be  reasonably  charged 
with  any  portion  of  the  debt. 

An  affidavit  was  also  filed  by  Mr.  Scott,  the  arbitrator  for 
Cobourg,  to  the  effect  that  the  arbitrators  met  frequently  on 
the  business  referred  to  them:  that  on  the  last  day  the  war- 
den of  the  counties  was  with  them  nearly  the  whole  day : 
that  no  witnesses  were  examined  on  oath,  as  no  witnesses 
were  required;  that  all  the  necessary  facts  and  data  appeared 
in  the  treasurer’s  books  and  those  of  the  clerk  of  the  united 
counties,  to  which  the  arbitrators  had  free  access,  and  which 
the  warden  and  the  mayor  admitted  to  be  correct,  and  no 
objection  was  made  on  either  side:  that  Yernon  refused  to 
join  in  the  award  : that  the  papers  on  which  the  estimates 
for  their  award  were  made  up  were  all  in  the  hands  of  Mr. 
Wallbridge,  who  took  them  away  before  they  signed  the 
award,  and  from  which  he  was  to  draw  up  a statement  under 
the  18th  sub-section  of  the  858th  clause  of  the  municipal 
act,  if  such  statement  was  required,  but  he  at  the  time  was 
of  opinion  that  that  sub-section  did  not  apply  to  this  award, 
and  therefore  did  not  make  it  out  at  the  time. 

He  then  stated  how  they  arrived  at  the  sum  to  be  paid 
for  the  town’s  share  of  the  administration  of  justice  for  the 
next  four  years,  and  for  the  use  of  the  gaol  for  that  period, 
and  to  the  town  for  its  interest  in  the  county  gaol.  These 
claims  were  not  in  question. 

As  to  the  £207  awarded  to  be  paid  to  the  town,  they  took 
the  whole  amount  of  moneys  expended  by  the  counties  out 
of  its  funds  for  general  county  purposes  for  the  last  five 
years  for  the  construction  of  roads  and  bridges  without  the 
town,  in  taking  the  same  proportion  that  the  town  assess- 
ment bore  to  that  of  the  whole  counties,  they  arrived  at  the 
£207,  which  sum  did  not  include  the  refrds  and  bridges  made 
with  the  moneys  borrowed  from  the  municipal  loan  fund. 

As  to  their  awarding  that  Cobourg  should  pay  no  part  of  the 
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existing  county  debt,  the  only  such  debt  was  the  £115,000 
borrowed  from  the  municipal  loan  fund  for  making  gravelled 
toll  roads,  and  that  money  was  so  applied ; but  no  part  of 
such  roads  was  within  twelve  miles  of  Cobourg,  nor  was  the 
town  in  any  way  benefitted  by  said  roads,  but  was  injured  by 
them,  as  they  had  the  effect  of  turning  the  trade  from  Co- 
bourg to  other  markets ; and  they  considered  that  the  inter- 
est which  the  town  had  in  these  toll  roads,  which  were  toll 
roads,  was  equal  to  its  proportion  of  the  debt  incurred  for 
making  them,  and  so  they  awarded  the  town  should  pay 
none  of  the  debt:  that  the  counties  never  paid  any  money, 
nor  were  liable  to  pay  any,  for  roads  and  bridges  within  the 
town : that  the  sum  they  awarded  to  be  paid  to  themselves 
for  their  expenses  was  in  his  opinion  reasonable,  and  they 
would  not  deliver  their  award  till  they  were  paid : that  a 
great  deal  of  time  was  necessarily  expended  in  their  investi- 
gations : that  the  chief  point  of  difference,  and  the  reason 
why  Yernon  would  not  join  the  award,  was  the  view  taken 
by  the  majority  as  to  the  existing  debt  of  the  county. 

R.  A.  Harrison  supported  the  rule,  and  cited  In  re 
Marshall  and  Dresser,  8 Q.  B.  878;  Russell  on  Awards, 
64,  673;  Roberts  v.  Eberhardt,  8 C.  B.  N.  S.  482;  Richards 
v.  Browne,  9 Ir.  C.  L.  Rep.  199 ; Consol.  Stats.  U.  C., 
ch.  54,  secs.,  26,  358 ; Consol.  Stats.  U.  C.,  ch.  83,  secs. 
4,  6,  69. 

McLean,  J. — The  first  sub-section  of  the  26th  section  of 
the  act  22  Vic.,  ch.  99,  provides,  that  after  the  final  passing 
of  the  by-law  to  withdraw  a town  from  the  jurisdiction  of  a 
county  in  which  it  is  situtated,  the  amount  which  the  town 
is  to  pay  to  the  county  for  the  expenses  of  the  administra- 
tion of  justice  and  the  use  of  the  gaol,  as  well  as  for  the  then 
existing  debt  of  the  county,  if  not  mutually  agreed  upon,  shall 
be  ascertained  by  arbitration  under  that  act,  and  the  agree- 
ment or  award  shall  distinguish  the  amounts  to  be  annually 
paid  for  the  said  expenses,  and  for  the  then  debt  of  the  coun- 
ty, and  the  number  of  years  the  payments  for  the  debt  are  to 
continue. 

19 
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Then  the  second  sub-section  of  section  26,  states  matters 
to  be  considered  in  settling  the  several  amounts  to  be  paid 
under  the  award  made  in  compliance  with  the  previous 
sub-section.  It  declares  that  in  adjusting  their  award  the 
arbitrators  shall,  amongst  other  things,  take  into  consider- 
ation the  amount  previously  paid  by  the  town,  or  which 
the  town  may  be  then  liable  to  pay  for  the  construction  of 
roads  or  bridges  by  the  county  without  the  limits  of  the 
town,  and  also  what  the  county  may  have  paid  or  be  liable 
to  pay  for  the  construction  of  roads  or  bridges  within  the 
town ; and  they  shall  also  ascertain  and  allow  to  the  town 
the  value  of  its  interest  in  all  county  property,  except  roads 
and  bridges  within  the  town. 

The  thirteenth  sub-section  of  section  386  provides,  that 
in  case  of  any  award  under  this  act,  which  does  not  require 
adoption  by  the  council,  the  arbitrator  or  arbitrators  shall 
take,  and  immediately  after  the  making  of  the  award  shall 
file  with  the  clerk  of  the  council,  for  the  inspection  of  all 
parties  interested,  full  notes  of  the  oral  evidence  given  on 
the  reference,  and  also  all  documentary  evidence,  or  a copy 
thereof;  or  in  case  they  proceed  partly  on  a view,  or  any 
knowledge  or  skill  possessed  by  themselves,  or  by  any  of 
them,  they  shall  also  put  in  writing  a statement  thereof 
sufficiently  full  to  allow  the  court  to  form  a judgment  of 
the  weight  which  should  be  attached  thereto. 

The  next  sub-section  provides  that  every  award  made 
under  that  act  shall  be  in  writing,  under  the  hands  of  all  or 
two  of  the  arbitrators,  and  shall  be  subject  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  superior  courts  of  law  or  equity,  and  in  the  cases  pro- 
vided for  by  the  last  preceding  sub-section  the  court  shall 
consider  not  only  the  legality  of  the  award,  but  the  merits 
as  they  appear  from  the  precedings  so  filed  as  aforesaid, 
(that  is,  with  the  clerk  of  the  council,)  and  may  call  for 
additional  evidence,  to  be  taken  in  any  manner  the  court 
directs;  and  may,  without  taking  such  evidence,  set  aside 
the  award,  or  remit  the  matters  referred,  or  any  of  them, 
from  time  to  time  to  the  consideration  and  determination  of 
the  same  arbitrators,  or  any  other  person  or  persons  whom 
the  court  may  appoint,  as  prescribed  in  the  Common  Law 
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Procedure  Act,  1856,  and  fix  the  time  within  which  such 
further  or  new  award  shall  be  made ; or  the  court  may  itself 
increase  or  diminish  the  amount  awarded  or  otherwise  modify 
the  award,  as  the  justice  of  the  case  may  seem  to  require. 

The  arbitrators,  as  appears  by  the  affidavits,  have  not 
taken  down  any  notes  of  evidence  given  on  the  reference, 
nor  have  they  put  in  writing  a statement  of  their  own 
knowledge  in  reference  to  the  matters  referred,  nor  have 
they  filed  any  notes  of  evidence  with  the  clerk  of  the  council 
of  either  of  the  municipalities.  In  fact  no  oral  or  documen- 
tary evidence  was  taken,  and  it  appears  that  the  arbitrators 
proceeded  on  the  knowledge  which  two  of  them,  Scott  and 
Yernon,  had  of  the  position  in  which  the  several  municipali- 
ties stood  towards  each  other  in  reference  to  money  matters ; 
and  they  only  required  to  find  out  the  specific  sums  on  which 
to  base  their  calculations,  and  these  were  found  out  by  a 
reference  to  the  treasurer’s  books  in  presence  of  the  trea- 
surer, or  in  presence  of  the  county  clerk. 

When  the  legislature  gave  to  the  several  superior  courts 
power  to  consider  not  only  the  legality  but  the  merits  of 
such  an  award  as  this  before  us,  they  certainly  intended  that 
the  evidence  taken  should  be  forthcoming,  in  order  that  any 
court  applied  to  might  be  able  to  form  a judgment  of  the 
weight  which  should  be  attached  thereto.  It  is  not  forth- 
coming because  there  is  none  such,  but  it  does  not  neces- 
sarily follow  that  the  award  must  be  set  aside  on  that  account. 

There  is  no  complaint  against  the  award  for  any  thing 
connected  with  money  matters,  except  that  it  does  not  pro- 
vide that  the  town  shall  pay  some  portion  of  the  existing 
debt  contracted  for  the  purpose  of  constructing  roads  and 
bridges  within  the  counties.  Now  it  is  shewn  by  affidavits, 
that  in  adjusting  their  award  the  arbitrators  did  take 
into  their  consideration  the  amount  previously  paid  by  the 
town,  or  which  the  town  was  liable  for,  for  the  construction 
of  roads  or  bridges  by  the  county  without  the  limits  of  the 
town,  and  also  what  the  county  may  have  paid  or  be  liable 
to  pay  for  the  construction  of  roads  or  bridges  within 
the  town.  Having,  then,  in  compliance  with  the  statute, 
taken  these  matters  into  consideration,  they  have  awarded 
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that  the  said  untied  counties  do  forthwith  pay  to  the  said 
corporation  of  the  town  of  Cobourg  the  sum  of  £207,  which 
the  said  town  has  heretofore  paid  for  the  construction  of 
roads  and  bridges  by  the  said  united  counties  without  the 
limits  of  the  said  town,  and  they  do  further  award  that  the 
said  cprporation  of  the  said  united  counties  do  pay  the  debt 
of  the  said  counties,  for  which  the  said  town  is  jointly  liable 
with  the  said  counties,  as  forming  part  thereof  at  the  time 
of  contracting  the  said  debt. 

Of  course  the  very  object  of  taking  into  consideration  how 
much  money  either  of  the  municipalities  had  paid,  or  was 
liable  for,  expended  in  making  roads  or  bridges  within  the 
limits  of  the  other,  must  be  that  the  sums  so  paid  shall  be 
adjusted,  and  the  arbitrators  have  found  a certain  sum  due 
to  the  town  of  Cobourg  for  money  expended  without  the 
limits  of  that  town  by  the  county  council;  and  finding  that 
amount  due,  they  award  that  the  county  council  shall  pay 
the  existing  debt  contracted  expressly  for  the  construction 
of  roads  and  bridges  from  which  the  town  of  Cobourg  had 
received  no  advantage.  The  debt  contracted  for  roads  and 
bridges  on  the  joint  credit  necessarily,  as  it  appears  to  me, 
formed  a subject  of  enquiry  when  adjusting  the  claims  of 
the  several  municipalities  for  moneys  of  either  expended 
in  the  limits  of  the  other  for  roads  and  bridges.  In  award- 
ing a specific  sum  to  Cobourg,  it  appears  to  me  that  the 
remainder  of  the  moneys  expended  for  roads  and  bridges 
in  the  united  counties  is  left  to  be  borne  by  these  counties 
after  the  separation  of  the  town  of  Cobourg  from  them. 

Then  it  appears  by  the  98th  chapter  of  the  acts  of  last  ses- 
sion, 23  Vic.,  that  the  whole  amount  borrowed  by  the  united 
counties  of  Northumberland  and  Durham  from  the  consoli- 
dated municipal  loan  fund  being  $460,000,  or  £115,000, 
being  the  whole  existing  debt  of  the  counties,  is  declared  to 
be  payable  by  certain  municipalities  therein  mentioned ; and 
the  proportion  payable  by  each,  and  the  mode  of  enforcing 
payment  by  the  treasurer  of  the  united  counties,  is  particu- 
larly provided.  The  town  of  Cobourg  is  not  one  of  the  muni- 
cipalities declared  to  be  liable,  and  therefore  is  exempted  by 
the  operation  of  that  act  from  the  payment  of  any  portion 
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of  the  money  borrowed,  and  now  constituting  the  existing 
debt  of  the  united  counties  of  Northumberland  and  Durham. 
If  then  the  arbitrators  had  awarded  a certain  amount  of 
that  debt  to  be  paid  by  the  town  of  Cobourg,  they  would 
have  awarded  an  amount  which  these  counties  were  not 
entitled  to  receive. 

Under  these  circumstances, I think  the  award  satisfactorily 
disposes  of  the  matters  which  were  to  be  adjusted  on  the 
withdrawal  of  the  town  of  Cobourg  from  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  counties  of  Northumberland  and  Durham,  and  that  the 
rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the  award  must  be  discharged. 

Burns,  J. — The  first  and  fourth  objections  made  against 
the  award  embrace  the  same  subject  matter.  They  are 
based  upon  the  assumption  that  whentever  a county  or  united 
counties  is  or  are  indebted  at  the  time  a town  within  the 
county  limits  withdraws,  it  necessarily  follows  that  the  town 
must  pay  a portion  of  the  debt.  It  is  very  true  the  first 
sub-section  of  22  Vic.,  ch.  99,  sec.  26,  does  speak  of  the 
amount  which  the  town  is  to  pay  the  county  for  the  existing 
debt,  without  mentioning  or  saying  whether  the  town  should 
or  not  pay  any  part  of  the  debt.  We  must  construe  the  act 
of  parliament  reasonably  unless  the  plain  obvious  sense 
appears  upon  the  face  of  it.  To  construe  that  sub-section  in 
the  way  the  applicants  here  contend  for,  the  award  would 
have  literally  complied  with  it  if  the  arbitrators  had  found 
that  the  town  of  Cobourg  should  pay  one  shilling  or  five 
pounds,  or  any  other  nominal  sum,  as  the  proportion  of  the 
debt,  and  that  the  united  counties  should  pay  the  residue  of 
it.  If  such  an  award  as  that  had  been  made  there  would 
no  doubt  have  been  an  application  to  set  aside  on  account 
of  the  fraudulent  application  of  the  powers  of  the  arbitrators, 
and  that  it  was  a mere  delusion  so  to  exercise  their  powers. 
We  see  what  the  debt  incurred  by  the  united  counties  was 
for,  and  we  find  that  the  town  of  Cobourg  derived  no  benefit 
whatever  from  the  moneys  borrowed  by  the  united  counties. 
No  part  of  the  moneys  was  expended  within  twelve  miles  of 
Cobourg. 

The  second  sub-section  gives  power  to  the  arbitrators,  in 
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adjusting  their  award,  to  consider  the  amount  which  the 
town  had  previously  paid  for  the  construction  of  roads  or 
bridges  by  the  county,  or  which  the  town  was  then  liable  to 
pay,  and  also  what  the  county  may  have  paid  or  be  liable 
to  pay  for  the  construction  of  roads  and  bridges  within  the 
town.  This  provision  clearly  must  embrace  the  investiga- 
tion whether  any  thing  may  be  due  from  the  one  corpora- 
tion to  the  other  on  account  of  those  matters ; and  it  would 
be  absurd,  if  the  arbitrators  found  nothing  due  on  either 
side  in  respect  of  those  matters  to  find  that,  yet  the  corpora- 
tion of  the  town  must  under  any  circumstances  pay  to  the 
county  a portion  of  the  debt.  No  doubt,  so  long  as  the 
town  remained  united  to  the  county,  it  was  not  only  liable 
to  the  persons  with  whom  the  debt  was  contracted,  but  also, 
as  being  a component  part  of  the  county,  was  liable  inter 
sese.  I do  not  think  the  legislature  assumed  or  passed  the 
act  upon  the  assumption  that  such  liability  inter  sese  would 
compel  the  arbitrators  to  decide  that  at  all  events  the  town 
must  pay  a proportion  of  a debt  contracted  for  moneys  no 
part  of  which  was  expended  within  the  limits  of  the  town, 
and  from  the  expenditure  of  which  it  appears  from  the  affi- 
davits the  town  not  only  has  derived  no  benefit,  but  as  it  is 
said  has  sustained  an  injury.  I see  no  objection  to  the 
award  in  this  respest. 

The  second  and  third  objections  are  that  the  arbitrators 
exceeded  their  authority  in  awarding  that  the  united  counties 
should  refund  the  town  the  money  which  the  town  had  paid 
for  the  construction  of  roads  and  bridges  without  the  town 
limits,  and  not  awarding  that  the  town  should  pay  the  coun- 
ties for  the  construction  of  roads  and  bridges  within  the 
town.  It  was  only  the  debt  then  existing  which  the  arbitra- 
tors had  any  power  to  deal  with,  and  though  the  award  might 
have  been  more  explicit  than  it  is  with  respect  to  the  pay- 
ment by  the  counties  to  the  town,  yet  when  we  read  the 
award  with  the  act  of  parliament,  it  is,  I think,  clear  enough 
what  was  intended.  The  award  tells  us  that  the  arbitrators 
found  the  counties  had  expended  nothing  within  the  limits 
of  the  town,  and,  on  the  other  hand,  the  town  had  paid 
towards  the  construction  of  roads  and  bridges  in  the  county 
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the  sum  of  £207.  I think  the  arbitrators  had  power  to 
compel  repayment  of  the  amount  upon  a separation  of  the 
two  bodies,  in  order  to  adjust  matters  properly  between 
them. 

The  fifth  objection  no  doubt  is  entitled  to  prevail,  so  far 
as  the  clause  respecting  costs  is  concerned,  for  the  statute 
is  silent  about  costs.  If  the  parties  do  not  make  an  inde- 
pendent agreement  about  costs,  the  arbitrators  acting  under 
the  statute  have  no  jurisdiction  over  them. 

The  last  objection  complains  that  the  arbitrators  did  not 
act  upon  sworn  testimony,  and  therefore  have  conducted 
themselves  irregularly  and  illegally.  In  reply  to  this  the 
two  arbitrators  who  joined  in  the  award  tell  us  that  there 
was  no  necessity  for  any  sworn  evidence,  for  there  was  no 
dispute  about  any  item;  the  whole  information  necessary 
or  required  was  obtained  from  the  arbitrator  appointed  by 
the  counties,  and  from  the  books  of  account  of  the  treas- 
urer of  the  counties.  The  18th  sub-section  of  section  886, 
shews  that  the  legislature  contemplated  such  evidence  being 
good  evidence,  and  if  it  be  good  evidence,  the  only  question 
remaining  is  whether  it  be  sufficient.  It  is  not  suggested 
on  the  part  of  the  complainants  that  it  was  insufficient ; 
they  only  complain  that  it  was  not  taken  on  oath.  There 
surely  was  no  occasion  to  prove  the  correctness  of  the  in- 
formation derived  from  the  reeve  of  one  of  the  townships 
of  the  united  counties,  who  was  the  arbitrator  on  their  part, 
and  such  as  was  derived  from  their  own  books,  when,  on 
the  other  hand,  on  the  part  of  the  town  all  that  was  ad- 
mitted to  be  correct. 

Robinson,  C.  J.,  concurred. 

Rule  absolute  to  set  aside  that  portion 
of  the  award  relating  to  costs,  and 
discharged  as  to  the  rest. 
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Higgins  et  al.  v.  The  Corporation  of  the  town  of 
Whitby. 

Action  against  municipality  as  shareholders  in  R.  W.  Go. — Stock  payable  by 
debentures — 14  dt  15  Vic.,  ch.  51,  secs.  18,  19 — Pleading. 

To  declaration  under  14  & 15  Yic.,  ch.  57,  sec.  19,  by  judgment  creditors 
of  a railway  company  against  a municipality  as  shareholders,  defend- 
ants pleaded,  in  substance,  that  they  subscribed  for  the  stock  under 
a by-law,  which  provided  that  their  debentures,  payable  in  1877, 
should  be  issued  for  the  sum  subscribed  as  the  same  should  become 
payable,  and  that  the  company  should  take  such  debentures  at  par ; 
and  that  the  plaintiff  knew  this  before  he  became  a creditor. 

Held,  on  demurrer,  a good  defence. 

The  19th  clause  of  the  statute  does  not  apply  in  the  case  of  a subscription 
under  the  18th,  unless  such  subscription  is  made  in  the  ordinary 
manner. 

This  was  an  action  brought  under  14  & 15  Yic.,  ch.  51, 
sec.  19,  against  defendants  as  shareholders  of  2000  shares 
in  the  Port  Whitby  and  Lake  Huron  Railway  Company, 
setting  out  a judgment  recovered  by  the  plaintiffs  against 
the  company  for  £90  4s.  10d.,  the  issuing  of  execution 
thereon  against  the  company,  a return  of  nulla  bona , and 
that  defendants  were  owners  of  2000  shares,  on  which  an 
amount  was  unpaid  exceeding  the  plaintiff’s  claim. 

Plea. — That  the  defendants  subscribed  for  the  said  stock 
in  the  said  railway  company  under  and  by  virtue  of  a by- 
law of  the  corporation  of  the  town  of  Whitby,  passed  on  the 
21st  of  September,  1857,  intituled,  “A  by-law  to  authorize 
the  municipality  of  the  town  of  Whitby  to  take  shares  in 
the  capital  stock  of  the  Port  Whitby  and  Lake  Huron  Rail- 
way Company,”  by  which  by-law  it  was  and  is  provided, 
among  other  things,  that  the  said  defendants  should  im- 
mediately after  the  passing  thereof,  subscribe  for  two  thous- 
and shares  in  the  capital  stock  of  the  said  railway  com- 
pany, to  the  extent  of  £50,000,  absolutely,  and  should  also 
subscribe  for  one  thousand  shares  in  the  said  stock  of  the 
said  company  to  the  extent  of  £25,000,  conditionally,  to 
be  paid  on  the  21st  of  September,  1861,  if  the  said  railway 
should  be  completed  by  that  day  from  Port  Whitby,  northerly, 
to  Beaverton,  and  upon  the  condition  that  the  said  £25,000 
should  be  expended  only  in  the  construction  of  the  said  line 
from  Beaverton,  northerly,  to  the  terminus  on  Lake  Huron  : 
that  debentures  of  the  municipality  should  be  issued  for  the 
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said  sums  of  £50,000  and  £25, 000,  when  and  as  the  said 
several  amounts  of  stock  should  respectively  become  payable : 
that  the  debentures  to  be  issued  under  said  by-law  should 
be  payable  on  the  19th  of  September,  1877 ; and  the  said 
Port  Whitby  and  Lake  Huron  Railway  Company  should  take 
the  debentures  to  be  issued  by  the  defendants  in  payment 
of  the  stock  subscribed  by  them  at  par;  and  that  not  more 
than  one-tenth  of  the  said  debentures  for  the  <£50,000  should 
be  issued  until  the  company  had  obtained  subscriptions  of 
stock  to  the  extent  of  £100,000,  exclusive  of  the  stock  to  be 
subscribed  by  defendants.  And  the  defendants  aver  that 
the  stock  mentioned  in  the  declaration  is  the  stock  mentioned 
in  said  by-law,  and  that  the  same  was  subscribed  for  upon 
the  express  condition  that  the  defendants’  debentures  should 
be  taken  in  payment  thereof;  and  the  defendants  further  say 
they  never  became  otherwise  liable  to  pay  for  the  said  stock 
than  by  debentures : that  no  calls  have  been  made  on  said 
stock  by  the  said  company,  and  the  defendants  have  never 
become  liable  by  reason  thereof  to  pay  to  the  said  company 
any  money  or  debentures  for  or  on  account  of  the  said  stock 
so  subscribed  by  them  as  aforesaid ; and  that  the  said  plain- 
tiffs are  ratepayers  and  corporators  of  the  said  corporation 
of  the  town  of  Whitby,  and  had  notice,  before  the  contract- 
ing of  the  debt  in  the  said  judgment  mentioned,  of  all  and 
singular  the  premises. 

Demurrer,  that  the  plea  admits  that  the  defendants  sub- 
scribed absolutely  for  two  thousand  shares  of  stock  in  the 
railway  company  mentioned  in  the  declaration,  and  that  de- 
fendants are  shareholders  in  said  company : that  it  is  imma- 
terial as  regards  the  rights  of  the  plaintiffs  who  are  creditors 
of  said  company,  what  may  have  been  the  agreement  between 
the  company  and  defendants  as  to  the  mode  of  payment  of 
the  stock,  inasmuch  as  being  stockholders  they  are  liable 
for  the  amount  of  the  plaintiffs’  claim.  That  it  is  immaterial 
whether  calls  have  been  made  on  said  stock  or  not,  as  regards 
the  plaintiffs’  claim,  the  defendants’  said  plea  not  denying 
that  there  is  an  amount  unpaid  on  the  defendants’  stock 
equalling  the  plaintiffs’  claim;  that  the  said  plea  does  not 
show  that  the  defendants  ever  offered  to  pay  for  said  stock, 
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or  to  pay  the  plaintiffs’  claim  in  the  debentures  of  the 
defendants. 

Richards  Q.  C.,  for  the  demurrer,  cited  16  Vic.,  ch.  105,. 
secs.  2,  7;  14  & 15  Vic,  ch.  51,  secs.  18,  19;  Consol. 
Stats.  C.,  ch.  66,  sec.  80 ; Henderson  v.  The  Eoyal  British 
Bank,  7 E.  &.  B.  856;  Powis  v.  Harding,  1 C.  B.  N.  S- 
583  ; Daniell  v.  The  Royal  British  Bank,  1 H.  & N.  681. 

M.  C.  Cameron,  contra. 

Robinson,  C.  J.  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

The  plea  is  in  our  opinion  a good  defence.  The  statute 
14  & 15  Vic.,  ch.  61,  sec.  18,  authorized  the  municipality  to 
subscribe  stock,  and  to  issue  their  debentures,  for  the  amount 
which  they  might  engage  to  pay ; and  taking  the  whole 
clause  together,  it  is  clear  that  in  order  to  guard  the  public 
interest,  and  to  avoid  an  inconvenient  pressure  upon  the 
public  funds,  they  were  first  to  provide  by  by  daw,  with  the 
consent  of  the  electors  first  obtained,  for  subscribing  the 
stock,  and  incurring  any  other  liability  which  they  were 
authorized  to  incur  under  this  18th  clause.  The  enactment 
gave  power  to  the  defendants  to  subscribe  under  the  condi- 
tions, which  it  is  stated  were  specified  in  the  by-law : namely, 
that  the  railway  should  accept  the  debentures  of  the 
municipality  for  the  stock,  to  be  payable  in  the  year  1877  > 
and  the  plea  avers  that  the  stock  was  so  subscribed  to  be 
paid  for  to  the  company  in  debentures,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
knew  this  before  he  became  a creditor  of  the  company. 

This  action  is  an  attempt  to  make  the  municipality  liable 
like  ordinary  stockholders  who  were  compellable  to  pay  in 
money  when  called  upon.  The  debt  sued  for  is  small,  and 
might  put  the  municipality  to  no  inconvenience,  but  on  the 
same  principle  on  which  this  action  could  be  sustained,  the 
municipality  might  be  made  liable  to  any  amount  of  debts 
contracted  by  the  company,  although  that  would  be  contrary 
to  the  undertaking  which  they  entered  into,  under  sanction 
of  the  statute.  The  19th  clause  of  the  14  & 15  Vic.,  ch.  51, 
under  which  the  plaintiff  brings  his  action,  does  not  apply, 
we  think,  in  this  case,  of  a subscription  under  the  18th 
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clause,  although  if  the  municipality  had  subscribed  in  the 
ordinary  manner  it  might  have  applied. 

Judgment  for  defendants  on  demurrer,  (a) 


McDougall  y.  Elliott. 

Sale  of  goods — Quantity  not  ascertained — Property  held  not  to  pass. 

B.  transferred  to  one  S.  100  tons  of  coal,  as  security  for  an  endorsement. 
He  had  then  a certain  lot  of  coal  lying  on  a wharf,  supposed  to  contain 
that  quantity,  though  in  reality  only  78  tons,  and  subject  to  a claim  for 
wharfage  equal  to  the  value  of  ten  tons,  but  the  jury  found  that  the 
transfer  was  not  confined  to  this  lot,  but  was  of  100  tons,  B.  having 
more  in  his  yard.  No  other  coal,  however,  was  set  apart,  and  it  had 
not  been  ascertained  how  much  would  be  required  to  make  up  the 
difference,  when  B.  assigned  all  his  effects,  including  the  coal  in  his 
yard,  to  the  plaintiff,  for  the  benefit  of  creditors.  Defendant  after- 
wards removed  from  the  yard  42  tons,  being  22  to  make  up  the  de- 
ficiency in  quantity,  10  for  the  wharfage,  and  10  because  the  quality  of 
that  in  the  yard  was  inferior  to  that  on  the  wharf,  but  he  afterwards 
abandoned  his  claim  to  the  last  10  tons. 

Held,  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover,  for  the  sale  to  S.  did  not 
pass  the  property  in  any  of  the  coals  in  the  yard. 

The  declaration  contained  a count  in  trover,  and  a count 
in  trespass  for  forty-six  tons  of  coal. 

Pleas. — 1.  Not  guilty.  2.  That  the  goods  were  not  the 
plaintiff’s.  3.  Leave  and  license. 

The  trial  took  place  at  the  last  assizes  for  Cobourg,  before 
Burns , J.,  and  the  facts  of  the  case  appeared  as  follows: — 
One  William  Butler,  on  the  8th  of  December,  1857,  made 
an  assignment  of  his  estate  and  effects  to  the  plaintiff  for  the 

(<z)  The  plaintiff,  besides  demurring  to  the  plea,  took  issue  upon  it,  and 
at  the  trial,  before  Burns , J.,  at  Whitby,  the  stock  book  was  produced,  and 
it  was  found  that  the  mayor  of  Whitby,  under  the  corporate  seal,  subscrib- 
ed for  2000  shares,  and  1000  shares,  on  the  6th  of  November,  1857.  The 
by-law  was  also  proved,  and  a petition  of  the  town  council  to  the  legisla- 
ture, dated  the  6th  of  April,  1858.  At  the  foot  of  the  subscription  of  the 
shares  contained  in  the  stools  hook,  a memorandum  appeared  in  these 
words : 

“ The  above  subscriptions  of  two  thousand  and  one  thousand  shares, 
respectively,  being  subject  to  the  conditions  and  provisions  of  by-law  No. 
40  of  the  municipality  of  the  town  of  Whitby,  hereunto  attached.” 

The  president  of  the  railway  company  proved  that  although  the  com- 
pany was  organized  by  a board  of  directors,  and  the  subscriptions  of 
stock  exceeded  the  £100,000,  yet  the  directors  had  never  made  any  calls 
upon  the  stock.  He  proved  also  that  the  company  had  contracted  debts, 
and  among  others  the  debt  due  to  the  plaintiffs. 

A verdict  was  taken  for  the  plaintiffs  for  £101  18s.  10d.,  and  leave 
reserved  to  the  defendants  to  move  to  enter  a verdict  for  them. 

A rule  nisi  having  been  obtained  for  this  purpose,  was  afterwards  made 
absolute,  in  accordance  with  the  judgment  given  on  the  demurrer. 
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benefit  of  creditors.  Among  other  things  assigned  was  a 
quantity  of  coal,  in  a coal  yard  near  the  wharf  at  Cobourg. 
Before  that  assignment  was  made  Butler  was  possessed  of 
a quantity  of  coal  lying  upon  the  wharf  at  Cobourg,  of  a 
better  quality  than  that  in  the  yard.  The  quantity  lying 
on  the  wharf  was  supposed  to  be  100  tons,  but  it  turned 
out  afterwards  that  it  was  but  78  tons.  Previously  to  the 
assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  Butler,  as  he  swore, 
transferred  the  coals  on  the  wharf  to  one  Sutherland,  to 
secure  him  for  endorsing  a note  for  him,  but  he  said  he 
did  not  sell  or  transfer  any  of  the  coals  in  the  yard  to 
Sutherland.  Sutherland  swore  that  Butler  did  not  confine 
his  sale  or  bill  of  parcels  to  the  coal  on  the  wharf,  but  sold 
him  100  tons  of  coal,  and  he  was  to  have  100  tons.  Suther- 
land afterwards  sold  the  100  tons  to  the  defendant.  The 
defendant,  in  1857,  was  Harbour  Master,  and  for  the  coals 
on  the  wharf  there  was  due  25  cents  per  ton,  but  nothing 
was  said  about  this  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  either  by  Butler 
to  Sutherland,  or  Sutherland  to  the  defendant.  The  de- 
fendant, about  the  28th  of  December,  1857,  removed  his 
coal  from  the  wharf,  and  then  found  there  was  only  78  tons. 
Of  this  he  claimed  10  tons  for  the  wharfage  dues,  thus  re- 
ducing the  coals  on  the  wharf  to  68  tons.  Then,  to  make 
up  100  tons,  he  removed  the  residue  from  the  yard,  from 
the  whole  quantity  their  piled  up,  without  asking  anyone 
whether  he  might  do  so.  As  these  coals  in  the  yard  were 
of  an  inferior  quality  to  those  on  the  wharf,  the  defendant 
took  ten  tons  more  than  the  number  he  was  entitled  to, 
even  supposing  he  had  a right  to  take  them. 

The  contest  between  the  parties  was  whether  the  sale 
by  Butler  to  Sutherland  was  confined  to  the  coals  upon  the 
wharf,  or  whether  Sutherland  was  to  have  100  tons,  in 
which  latter  case  the  defendant’s  counsel  contended  that 
the  defendant  had  a right  to  separate  as  much  coal  from 
the  coal  in  the  yard  as  was  sufficient  to  make  up  the  number 
of  100  tons.  He  conceded  that  the  defendant  had  no  right 
to  take  the  additional  ten  tons  on  account  of  the  difference 
of  quality,  and  as  to  the  ten  tons  due  for  wharfage,  he  argued 
that  it  was  a question  for  the  jury. 
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For  the  purpose  of  determining  the  question,  the  learned 
judge  left  it  to  the  jury  whether  the  sale  was  confined  to  the 
coals  upon  the  wharf  or  not.  He  intimated  that  in  his 
opinion  it  did  not  make  much  matter  which  way  the  ques- 
tion was  determined,  as  in  all  probability  it  would  be  found 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  for  all  the  coals  taken 
from  the  yard. 

The  jury  found  that  Butler  sold  to  Sutherland  100  tons, 
and  he  was  entitled  to  that  quantity,  and  that  the  sale  was 
not  confined  to  the  coals  on  the  wharf. 

With  regard  to  the  ten  tons  taken  for  wharfage  dues,  and 
ten  tons  additional  taken  to  make  up  value,  the  learned 
judge  told  the  jury  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  for 
both.  The  jury,  however,  found  for  the  plaintiff  for  ten 
tons  only,  at  $5  per  ton,  the  price  agreed  upon  between  the 
parties. 

Upon  this  finding  a verdict  was  entered  for  the  plaintiff 
for  £12  10s.,  and  leave  was  reserved  to  the  plaintiff  to  move 
to  increase  the  verdict  by  adding  to  it  £27  10s.,  the  price 
of  the  22  tons. 

Galt , Q.  C.,  obtained  a rule  nisi  for  that  purpose. 

Cameron,  Q.  C.,  shewed  cause,  and  cited  Aldridge  v.  John- 
son, 7 E.  & B.  785. 

Bobinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

The  question  is  whether  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  re- 
cover, in  addition  to  what  he  did  recover,  the  value  of  22 
tons  of  coal  taken  by  the  defendant  from  the  coal  yard, 
which  value  it  was  agreed  by  both  parties  should  be  taken 
to  be  after  the  rate  of  $5  a ton.  It  cannot  be  held  that  the 
property  in  any  of  the  coals  in  the  yard  had  passed  by  the 
alleged  sale  from  Butler  to  Sutherland,  of  such  quantity  as 
might  be  necessary  for  making  up  the  lot  that  was  on  the 
wharf  to  100  tons.  It  had  never  yet  been  ascertained  how 
many  would  be  required  to  be  got  from  the  yard  to  make  up 
the  100  tons,  and  until  the  requisite  quantity  had  been  as- 
certained, and  such  quantity  separated  from  the  rest  by 
Butler,  and  set  apart  for  Sutherland,  the  property  in  all  the 
coals  that  were  in  the  yard  remained  in  Butler.  They  were 
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all  his,  then,  when  he  made  his  assignment  to  the  plaintiff 
for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors. 

That  being  so,  the  defendant,  when  he  took  82  tons  from 
the  yard  to  make  up  the  68  tons  that  were  on  the  wharf  to 
100,  took  so  many  tons  of  coal  that  had  become  the  property 
of  the  plaintiff,  under  the  assignment  made  to  him ; and  the 
plaintiff,  being  entitled  to  recover  for  the  whole,  has  a right 
to  have  the  price  of  22  tons  (or  $110)  added  to  the  $50, 
which  the  jury  gave  him  for  the  ten  tons  taken  by  the  de- 
fendant, with  less  pretence  of  right,  perhaps,  than  the  other 
22  tons,  but  in  fact  with  no  plainer  violation  of  the  plain- 
tiff’s legal  right;  for  when  Butler  assigned  the  coals  in  the 
yard  to  the  plaintiff,  they  were  in  fact  all  his ; and  if  he  did 
really  sell  to  Sutherland  100  tons,  which  he  has  never  de- 
livered in  full,  Sutherland  has  his  remedy  against  him  for 
non-fulfilment  of  his  agreement,  if  it  is  worth  his  while  to 
pursue  it. 

Buie  absolute  for  adding  £27  10s. 
to  the  verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 


The  School  Trustees  of  the  City  of  Toronto  v.  The 
Corporation  of  the  City  of  Toronto. 

Bate  for  school  purposes — Mandamus — Consol.  Stats.  U.  C.,  ck.  64,  sec.  79. 

A mandamus  was  granted  to  compel  a city  council  to  levy  the  sum  re- 
quired for  school  purposes  for  the  year,  according  to  the  estimate 
furnished  to  them  by  the  school  trustees. 

It  appeared  in  this  case  that  the  corporation  having  received  the  esti- 
mate did  not  object  to  it,  but  passed  a by-law  to  provide  the  sum  re- 
quired, which  they  afterwards  repealed,  and  substituted  another,  im- 
posing a smaller  and  insufficient  rate ; and  no  reason  was  given  for 
refusing  to  provide  the  sum  called  for. 

Ca7neron,  Q.  C.,  obtained  a rule  in  this  term,  calling'on  the 
Corporation  of  the  City  of  Toronto  to  shew  cause  why  a per- 
emptory mandamus  should  not  issue,  commanding  them  to 
assess  and  levy  $30,000  ordered  by  the  board  of  school  trus- 
tees of  this  city  to  meet  the  expenditure  of  the  common 
schools  of  the  said  city  for  1860,  according  to  the  estimate 
furnished  by  the  board  to  the  municipal  corporation,  by 
levying  such  a rate  upon  the  rateable  property  in  the  said 
city  as  should  be  sufficient  to  raise  the  said  sum  of  $30,000. 
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This  rule  was  obtained  upon  an  affidavit  made  by  one  of 
the  school  trustees,  that  the  annual  value  of  the  whole  rate- 
able property  in  the  city  for  the  current  year,  (I860,)  as 
finally  settled  by  the  court  of  revision,  was  $1,643,888 : 
that  the  school  trustees  adopted  the  sum  of  $30,000  as  the 
expenditure  required  for  the  common  schools  for  1860  : that 
an  estimate  was  accordingly  furnished  by  the  trustees  to  the 
corporation  of  the  city,  and  that  the  city  council  had  passed 
a by-law  to  assess  and  levy  one  cent  and  six  mills  in  the 
dollar  on  the  above-named  value  for  such  common  school 
expenditure,  and  no  more,  but  that  such  rate  was  not  suffi- 
cient to  raise  $30,000,  but  it  would  require  a rate  of  two 
cents  in  the  dollar. 

The  city  council  did  not  pass  a by-law,  which  would  have 
imposed  a larger  rate  for  school  purposes ; the  particulars  of 
which  by-law  were  not  shewn,  but  afterwards,  on  the  24th 
of  October,  1860,  they  repealed  that  by-law,  which  had 
fixed  the  rate  for  the  year,  and  which  appropriated  the  pro- 
ceeds of  it  to  various  purposes,  including  school  purposes, 
and  they  passed  another  by-law  as  a substitute  for  the  first  ; 
and  in  this  latter  by-law,  they  provided  that  of  the  proceeds 
of  a rate  of  fifteen  cents  in  the  dollar  imposed  for  all  pur- 
poses mentioned  in  the  by-law,  the  proportion  of  one  cent 
and  six  mills  should  be  applied  to  defray  part  of  “ the  ex- 
pense of  common  school  education.” 

No  affidavits  were  filed  in  answer  to  the  rule.  It  was 
sworn  that  the  city  council  had  been  called  upon  by  the 
school  trustees  to  impose  the  necessary  rate  of  two  cents  in 
the  dollar  upon  the  whole  value  of  rateable  property,  and  had 
declined  to  do  so. 

Adam  Wilson,  Q.  C.,  shewed  cause,  and  contended  that 
the  school  trustees  had  no  right  to  insist  that  the  city  should 
impose  a rate  for  school  purposes,  because  they  might  have 
the  means  in  their  hands  of  defraying  the  expense,  or  part 
of  it,  without  such  rate,  or  they  might  choose  to  raise  the 
same  by  a loan.  He  objected,  further,  that  as  the  school 
act  enabled  the  school  trustees  to  raise  the  money  themselves 
by  rate,  they  were  not  in  want  of  the  extraordinary  remedy 
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by  mandamus,  and  on  legal  principles  had  therefore  no 
right  to  it. 

He  cited  The  School  Trustees  of  Brockville  and  the  Town 
Council  of  Brockville,  9.  U.  C.  B.  302;  School  Trustees  of 
Port  Hope  and  the  Town  Council  of  Port  Hope,  4 C.  P. 
418  ; The  School  Trustees  of  Galt,  and  the  Municipality  of 
Galt,  13  U.  C.  R.  511 ; Ex  parte  The  Overseers  of  Downton, 
8 E.  & B.  856  ; The  Queen  v.  The  Bristol  Dock  Co.,  2 Q. 

B.  64  ; Rex  v.  Proprietors  of  Margate  Harbour,  2 Chy. 
Rep.  256;  The  King  v.  The  Severn  and  Wye  Railway  Co., 
2 B.  & Al.  646  ; The  King  v.  The  Bristol  Dock  Co.,  6 B.  & 

C.  181  ; The  South  Eastern  Railway  Co.  v.  The  Queen, 
17  Q.  B.  485;  Consol.  Stats.  U.  C.  ch.  64,  sec.  79,  sub-sec. 
11,  13,  18. 

Robinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

In  the  case  cited,  of  the  Brockville  School  Trustees  v. 
The  Town  Council  of  Brockville,  (9  U.  C.  R.  302,)  this 
court  has  granted  a mandamus  nisi , to  which  a return  was 
made,  and  that  return  brought  up  a particular  question, 
whether  the  trustees  had  or  had  not  proceeded  irregularly 
in  an  important  step  which  they  had  taken,  in  substituting 
one  general  school  for  four  local  schools,  and  incurring, 
without  reference  to  the  ratepayers,  a large  expense  in 
erecting  the  new  school.  The  town  council  rested  their  op- 
position to  raising  the  money  by  rate  on  the  ground  that 
that  measure  of  the  trustees  was  illegal.  This  was  an  im- 
portant question,  which  both  parties  desired  should  be  de- 
termined by  the  court,  and  it  was  raised  in  that  formal  man- 
ner on  the  return  to  the  mandamus.  The  court  were  bound 
to  give  judgment  on  the  sufficiency  of  the  return  made  by 
the  town  council,  and  finding  it  to  be  insufficient  they  decided 
accordingly,  and  the  writ  was  ordered.  The  ground  taken 
here,  that  the  school  trustees  had  power  by  law  to  raise  the 
rate  themselves,  and  therefore  could  not  call  upon  the  court 
to  command  the  council,  does  not  seem  to  have  been  taken, 
and  it  is  not  likely  that  it  would  be,  because  the  objection 
went  to  the  right  to  raise  the  rate  either  by  the  one  means 
or  the  other,  on  account  of  the  alleged  illegality  of  the  ex- 
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penditure  in  putting  up  the  new  school  house.  That  case 
therefore  cannot  be  relied  upon  as  an  authority  for  main- 
taining that  the  trustees  can  as  a matter  of  right  insist  in 
all  cases  on  the  municipality  raising  the  money  by  rate. 

Then  looking  at  the  two  cases  of  The  School  Trustees  of 
Port  Hope,  and  The  Town  Council  of  Port  Hope,  (4  C.  P. 
418),  and  The  School  Trustees  of  Galt  and  The  Municipality 
of  Galt,  (13  U.  C.  E.  511,)  and  looking  at  the  existing  school 
act,  Consol.  Stats.  U.  C.,  ch.  64,  we  think  it  results  from 
the  whole  that  the  court  may,  if  it  shall  seem  to  them  to  bo 
manifestly  proper  in  any  case  on  the  facts  before  them, 
order  the  municipality  of  a city  to  raise  a rate,  notwith- 
standing the  school  trustees  might  under  the  act  impose 
and  collect  the  necessary  rate  themselves. 

We  take  this  case  to  come  expressly  under  the  79th  sec- 
tion  of  ch.  64.  Here  the  school  trustees  have  laid  beforo 
the  council  their  estimate  of  the  sum  required  for  the  year 
for  school  purposes,  whereupon  the  statute  says,  p.  747, 
sec.  11,  (ff)  “And  the  council  of  the  city,  town,  or  village,, 
shall  provide  such  sums,  in  the  manner  desired  by  the  said 
board  of  school  trustees.”  We  are  not  sure  what  may  be 
meant  by  the  words  “ in  the  manner  desired.”  It  can  hardly 
mean  that  they  are  to  determine  for  the  council  whether 
the  money  shall  be  paid  out  of  existing  city  funds,  that 
may  be  on  hand,  or  borrowed  on  debentures,  or  raised  by  rate, 
and  if  by  rate  the  manner  of  levying  it.  It  means  rather,  we 
suppose,  that  the  cityr  council  are  to  take  care  and  provide  it. 
at  such  periods  and  in  such  sums  as  it  may  be  called  for. 

The  sub-section  12  of  this  clause  is  all  that  we  can  find 
in  the  existing  school  act  which  gives  power  to  the  board  of 
school  trustees  in  a city  to  levy  school  rates,  and  that  seems 
to  be  a mere  discretionary  pWer  that  may  be  exercised  in 
aid  of  the  power  of  the  city  to  collect  school  moneys ; and 
when  the  trustees  levy  money  under  th  it  provision  it  would 
not  be  on  rate-payers  generally,  but  on  the  parents  or  guar- 
dians of  the  children  attending  any  school  under  their 
charge.  These  at  least  are  not  co-extensive  powers. 

It  is  very  reasonable  for  the  city  council  to  say  that  the 
trustees  cannot  dictate  to  them,  neither  should  the  court  or- 
20  u.  c.  q.  b.  20. 
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der,  by  what  means  they  are  to  provide  the  money,  whether 
by  rate  or  loan,  and  in  the  case  from  Port  Hope,  (18  U.  C. 
B.  511,)  that  objection  was  considered  by  the  court  to  have 
much  force. 

But  on  all  that  is  before  us  in  this  case,  we  see — 1st. 
That  the  city  council  have  received  the  usual  estimate  for 
the  year,  and  have  not  objected  to  it. 

2nd.  That  they  proceeded  to  provide  by  by-law  for  rais- 
ing the  whole  sum  by  rate. 

3rd.  That  they  afterwards  in  effect  cancelled  what  they 
had  done,  so  far  that  they  have  provided  a less  rate,  which 
will  only  produce  a part  of  the  sum,  and  will  leave  the 
rest  unprovided  for. 

4th.  That  having  every  opportunity  of  shewing  what  their 
reason  was  for  doing  this  they  have  given  no  reason,  but 
leave  to  their  full  force  the  grounds  of  complaint  which  the 
trustees  have  laid  before  us. 

If  they  substituted  a rate  of  one  dollar  and  six  mills  for 
a rate  of  two  dollars,  because  that  would  produce  the  sum 
required,  or  because  they  had  paid,  or  are  ready  to  pay,  or 
mean  to  provide  the  residue  by  loan,  or  from  their  current 
general  purpose  funds,  or  for  any  other  good  reason,  we  may 
take  it  for  granted  they  would  have  laid  their  reasons  before 
us  by  affidavits.  Not  having  done  so,  we  are  bound,  we 
think,  to  proceed  upon  the  assumption  that  they  have  no 
good  reason  to  offer. 

The  interests  of  the  common  schools  are  too  important 
in  a large  city  to  admit  of  a sudden  suspension  of  their 
proceedings,  from  any  dispute  of  this  kind  between  the  two 
authorities,  if  it  can  possibly  be  avoided.  It  would  pro- 
duce the  utmost  inconvenience. 

We  think  we  must  make  the  rule  absolute,  for  the  obli- 
gation upon  the  city  council  under  the  statute  is  express 
in  its  terms,  and  no  good  reason  has  been  shown  why, 
since  it  has  been  executed  in  part,  it  has  not  been  executed 
to  the  full  extent. 

The  cases  cited  from  2 B.  & Al.  646,  and  6 B.  & C.  181, 
are  satisfactory  authorities  for  the  purpose  for  which  they 
were  cited,  but  do  not  apply  under  the  circumstances  of  this 
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case  to  restrain  us  from  doing  what  we  can  to  prevent  what, 
for  all  that  appears,  might  come  to  a great  public  evil. 

If  the  city  corporation  shall  hereafter  shew  that  they 
have  rendered  it  unnecessary  to  levy  a rate  as  required  by 
providing  the  money  without  delay,  either  wholly  or  in 
part,  from  other  sources,  they  may  be  assured,  that  no 
fault  will  be  found  with  such  a course. 

It  is  but  just  towards  the  city  to  suppose  that  if  they  were 
prepared  to  meet  the  estimate  without  levying  a rate,  they 
would  not  have  left  it  to  this  time  unpaid,  or  at  least  such 
amounts  on  account  as  were  from  time  to  time  required. 

Rule  absolute. 


Fahnestock  et  al.  v.  Palmer. 

Promissory  notes — Exchange  on  New  York — Guarantee . 

In  an  action  on  instruments  promising  to  pay  money,  “ with  exchange 
on  New  York,”  McLean , J.,  concurred  in  the  decision  of  the  Common 
Pleas  in  Palmer  v.  Fahnestock,  9 C.  P.  172,  that  they  were'not  promis- 
sory notes.  Robinson,  C.  J.,  and  Burns,  J. , expressed  no  opinion  on  the 
point,  the  plaintiffs  not  having  declared  upon  them  as  notes. 

The  defendant  endorsed  notes  in  the  above  form  for  the  accommodation 
of  the  maker,  who  was  in  business  as  a druggist,  without  knowing  how 
they  were  to  be  applied,  and  the  maker  transferred  them  to  the  plain- 
tiffs for  goods  purchased  from  them.  Defendant  not  being  liable  upon 
them  as  notes : 

Held,  that  there  was  clearly  no  right  of  action  against  him  as  upon  a 
guarantee. 

The  following  special  case  was  submitted  for  the  opinion 
of  the  court. 


CASE. 

E.  W.  Palmer,  carrying  on  business  in  Kingston  as  a 
druggist,  was  in  the  habit  of  purchasing  goods  from  Fah- 
nestock, Hull  & Co.,  of  New  York,  (the  plaintiffs  in  this 
action,)  and  from  other  parties,  on  credit  and  also  for  cash. 

On  the  19th  of  June,  1857,  said  E.  W.  Palmer  was  in- 
debted to  the  plaintiffs  for  goods  sold  to  him  in  the  sum  of 
£67  2s.,  and  to  secure  the  payment  of  said  sum  he  gave  the 
annexed  instrument  marked  A.,  purporting  to  be  a promis- 
sory note  at  six  months,  endorsed  by  one  J.  C.  Crookshauk, 
then  a partner  of  said  E.  W.  Palmer,  and  by  the  defendant. 

On  the  5th  of  July,  1857,  said  E.  W.  Palmer  was  indebted 
to  said  plaintiffs  in  the  further  sum  of  £50  17s.  6d.,  and  to 
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secure  the  payment  thereof  gave  a second  instrument  here- 
to annexed,  marked  B.,  purporting  to  be  a promissory  note 
at  six  months,  endorsed  by  the  defendant. 

On  the  14th  of  September.  1857,  said  E.  W.  Palmer  was 
further  indebted  to  said  plaintiffs  in  the  sum  of  £72  17s., 
and  to  secure  the  payment  thereof  gave  a third  instrument, 
hereto  annexed,  marked  G.,  endorsed  by  said  Crookshank 
and  the  defendant. 

Subsequently  the  said  E.  W.  Palmer  failed  in  business, 
and  is  since  dead. 

The  defendant,  who  has  always  resided  in  Kingston,  en- 
dorsed for  the  accommodation  of  said  E.  W.  Palmer,  the 
instruments  annexed,  marked  A.,  B.,  C.,  which  said  instru- 
ments said  E.  W.  Palmer,  without  any  specific  knowledge 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant  as  to  how  they  were  to  be 
applied,  transferred  to  these  plaintiffs,  without  any  privity 
between  them  and  defendant. 

If  the  court  are  of  opinion  that  the  defendant,  Noble 
Palmer,  is  liable  as  endorser  on  said  instruments,  or  that 
the  endorsement  of  said  defendant  amounts  to  a guaran- 
tee, or  that  the  plaintiffs  are,  under  the  circumstances,  en- 
titled to  write  above  the  signature  of  the  defendant  on  said 
instrument  a guarantee  in  the  following  or  similar  words: 
— ‘ In  consideration  of  the  time  given  to  E.  W.  Palmer  for 
the  payment  of  the  within  sum,  I hereby  guarantee  the 
payment  thereof,”  it  is  agreed  that  judgment  shall  go  for 
the  plaintiff  for  £212  11s.  8d.,  with  interest,  and  costs.  But 
if  the  court  are  of  opinion  that  under  no  circumstances  is 
the  defendant  liable  on  his  endorsement,  then  that  judg- 
ment shall  go  for  the  defendant  with  costs. 

The  following  are  the  instruments  above  referred  to : 

[A.] 

£67  2s  0d.,  & ex.  currency. 

Kingston,  19th  June,  1857. 

Three  month  after  date,  for  value  received,  I promise 
to  pay  Jno.  C.  Crookshank  or  order,  at  the  Bank  of  British 
North  America,  in  Kingston,  the  sum  of  sixty-seven  pounds 
two  shillings,  with  exchange  on  New  York. 

(Signed)  E.  W.  PALMEB. 
|B.  ] 

£15  17s  6d.,  currency.  Kingston,  July  5th,  1857. 

Six  months  after  date,  for  value  received,  I promise  to 
pay  N.  Palmer,  or  order,  at  the  Bank  of  British  North 
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America,  in  Kingston,  the  sum  of  fifty  pounds  seventeen 
shillings  and  sixpence,  with  exchange  on  New  York. 

(Signed)  E.  W.  PALMER. 

[ C.  ] 

4>72  17s.  0d.,  currency.  Kingston,  Sept.  14th,  1857. 

Six  months  after  date,  for  value  received,  I promise  to 
pay  J.  C.  Crookshank,  or  order,  at  the  Bank  of  British  North 
America,  in  Kingston,  the  sum  of  seventy-two  pounds  seven- 
teen shillings,  with  exchange  on  New  York. 

(Signed)  E.  W.  PALMER. 

Prince , for  the  plaintiffs,  cited  Pollard  v.  Herries,  3 B.  & 
P.  335;  Chy.  on  Bills,  439  ; Gibbs  v.  Fremont,  9 Ex.  31; 
Mellish  v.  Simeon,  2 H.  Bl.  378  ; Francis  C.  Rucker,  Amb. 
672;  Be  Tastet  v.  Baring,  2 Gamp.  65;  12  Vic.,  ch.  76, 
sec.  3. 

Richards , Q.  C.,  contra,  cited  Story  on  P.  N.,  sec.  20  ; 
Palmer  v.  Fahnestock,  9 C.  P.  192  ; Story  on  Bills,  secs. 
42,  158;  Byles  on  Bills,  78,  79;  Chitty  on  Bills,  85-6; 
Smith  v.  Nightingale,  2 Stark,  375  ; Bolton  v.  Dugdale,  4 
B.  & Ad.  619 ; Ayrey  v.  Fearnsides,  4 M.  & W.  168  ; 
Barlow  v.  Broadhurst,  4 Moore,  471  ; Follett  v.  Moore,  4 Ex. 
410  ; Gibbs  v.  Morisette,  4 U.  C.  R.  205  ; Locket  al  v.  Reid 
et  al.,  6 0.  S.  295  ; Stead  v.  Liddard,  1 Bing,  196  ; Bell  v. 
Welch,  9 C.  B.  154 ; Palmer  v.  Fahnestock,  9 C.  P.  172. 

Robinson,  C.  J. — In  this  case  a verdict  has  been  rendered 
for  the  plaintiffs  for  £212  11s.  8d.,  subject  to  the  opinion 
of  the  court,  and  we  are  requested  to  determine,  1st, 
whether  the  instruments,  which  are  not  set  out  in  the  case, 
as  they  were  intended  to  be,  but  of  which  copies  have  been 
supplied  to  us,  can  be  held  to  be  promissory  notes.  This 
turns  wholly  upon  the  question  whether  the  words  in  the 
notes  “ with  exchange  on  New  York,”  prevent  their  being 
treated  as  promissory  notes,  on  account  of  their  effect  in 
Tendering  the  sum  payable  uncertain,  exchange  on  New 
York  not  being  at  any  rate  fixed  and  certain,  but  fluctuating 
according  to  the  circumstances  of  the  time  and  their  influ- 
ence on  exchange. 
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2ndly.  If  the  plaintiffs  cannot  recover  upon  them  as 
promissory  notes,  then  whether  they  can  recover  upon  them 
as  upon  guarantees  given  hy  the  defendant,  the  endorser,  in 
the  manner  suggested  in  this  case. 

The  first  point  can  hardly  be  said  to  come  properly  before 
us,  since  the  record  upon  which  the  verdict  for  the  plaintiff 
was  taken  by  consent,  contains  no  counts  against  the  defend- 
ant as  endorser  of  promissory  notes,  {a)  and  therefore  there 
could  he  no  recovery  of  that  kind  upon  the  record  as  it  now 
itands. 

In  a case  between  these  same  parties,  upon  another 
writing  of  the  same  kind,  the  question  whether  the  writing 
was  a promissory  note,  notwithstanding  the  money  was  made 
payable  “ with  exchange  on  New  York,”  came  for  decision 
before  the  Common  Pleas,  on  appeal  from  a judgment  of  a 
county  court  upon  demurrer. 

We  should  hardly  go  into  the  consideration  of  that  judg- 
ment with  any  idea  of  overruling  it,  in  a case  which  really 
does  not  present  the  same  question. 

If  this  record  had  contained  counts  upon  promissory  notes, 
we  should  probably  have  conformed  to  the  judgment  given 
in  the  Common  Pleas,  and  then  the  plaintiffs,  if  they  chose, 
might  have  carried  the  case  farther  by  appeal. 

In  practice,  I apprehend,  notes  payable  “with  exchange” 
on  a foreign  country  are  very  frequently  made  and  nego- 
tiated, and  even  sued  and  recovered  upon,  without  any 
objection  being  taken,  so  that  it  may  he  desirable  that  the 
point  should  be  finally  settled  in  appeal,  if  the  correctness 
of  the  judgment  given  in  the  Common  Pleas  between  these 
same  parties  is  doubted. 

Upon  the  other  point,  whether  this  defendant,  of  whom  all 
that  is  stated  is  that  he  endorsedthe  severalpapers  produced, 
could  be  held  liable  as  upon  a written  guarantee  to  pay  the 
plaintiffs  for  the  goods  furnished  to  the  maker,  E . W.  Palmer, 
and  his  partner,  I have  no  doubt  that  he  could  not  be  held 
so  liable.  I mean  that  the  plaintiffs  could  not  make  him  so 
liable  by  any  thing  which  they  could  be  held  entitled  to 


(a)  The  declaration  was  framed  as  upon  a guarantee. 
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write  above  the  defendant’s  signature,  which  stands  on  the 
back  of  each  paper.  The  plaintiffs’  counsel  seems  to  be 
himself  satisfied  that  the  plaintiffs’  action  in  that  shape  can- 
not be  supported.  It  is  admitted  that  the  defendant  knew 
nothing  of  the  transactions  between  the  maker  of  the  note 
and  the  plaintiff,  or  of  the  use  that  was  made  of  the  paper 
which  he  endorsed  : that  he  merely  gave  his  name  as  en- 
dorser of  what  no  doubt  he  supposed  to  be  promissory 
notes ; and  that  there  was  no  privity  whatever  between  him 
and  the  plaintiff. 

McLean,  J. — I am  of  opinion  that  judgment  must  be 
given  for  the  defendant,  for  the  instruments  endorsed  by 
him  are  not  strictly  promissory  notes,  not  being  for  the 
payment  of  a sum  certain,  the  exchange  promised  to  be 
paid  with  the  sum  specified  being  of  uncertain  amount, 
varying  according  to  the  circumstances  of  trade,  or  the 
extent  of  dealings  in  money  transactions  or  otherwise 
between  Kingston  and  New  York. 

Then  the  endorsement  cannot  be  considered  as  a guaranty. 
The  defendant  did  not  make  it  as  such,  and  he  cannot  be 
held  liable  without  recourse  to  parties  who  would  be  respon- 
sible to  him  on  the  instrument  if  it  were  a promissory  note. 
If  an  undertaking  could  be  written  over  his  signature  which 
would  render  him  liable  for  the  amount  specified  in  the 
instrument,  it  would  be  giving  to  his  undertaking  as  an 
endorser  an  effect  never  contemplated  by  any  of  the  parties. 
As  endorser  he  might  be  discharged  from  liability  from  want 
of  notice,  but  if  such  guaranty  could  be  written  over  his 
signature  he  would  be  rendered  liable  whether  he  received 
notice  or  not,  and  the  plaintiff  would  in  fact  be  in  a better 
position  than  if  the  instruments  were,  as  they  were  intended 
to  be,  promissory  notes.  If  such  an  endorsement  could  be 
written  over  the  defendant’s  name,  it  might  with  equal  pro- 
priety be  written  over  the  name  of  the  prior  endorser  on  the 
instrument,  and  then  the  plaintiffs  might  have  their  remedy 
against  either  in  distinct  actions,  and  have  recourse  on  the 
estate  of  E.  W.  Palmer  also,  without  leaving  to  the  defend- 
ant any  recourse  against  the  prior  endorser,  or  against 


312  queen’s  BENCH,  MICHAELMAS  TERM,  24  VIC.,  1860. 

any  body  unless  against  an  insolvent  estate.  The  circum- 
stance of  there  being  no  remedy  at  law  upon  the  several 
instruments  as  promissory  notes  cannot  justify  their  being 
-converted  into  or  considered  as  contracts  of  a totally  differ- 
ent character. 

Burns,  J.,  concurred  in  the  judgment,  but  expressed  no 
opinion  as  to  whether  the  instruments  could  be  considered 
promissory  notes. 

Judgment  for  defendant. 


The  following  gentlemen  were  called  to  the  bar  during 
this  term : — Jehiel  Mann,  Samuel  George  Wood,  The 
Honorable  Lewis  Thomas  Drummond,  John  Ban  Mac- 
Lennan. 


[ BIB] 
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Present : 

The  Hon.  Sir  John  Beverley  Robinson,  Bart.,  C.  J. 
“ Archibald  McLean,  J. 

Robert  Easton  Burns.  J. 


Ketchum  v.  Smith  et  al. 

Deed — Receipt  for  purchase  money — Effect  of — Pleading. 

To  an  action  on  the  common  count  for  land  sold  and  conveyed,  defend- 
ant pleaded  never  indebted  and  payment,  and  at  the  trial  he  pro- 
duced the  conveyance  to  him,  in  which  the  receipt  of  the  purchase 
money  was  acknowledged. 

Held,  conclusive  evidence  under  the  plea  of  payment,  and  that  it  was 
unnecessary  to  plead  the  estoppel  specially. 

Appeal  from  the  county  court  of  Lambton. 

Action  on  the  common  counts,  for  money  payable  by 
defendant  to  plaintiff  for  a steam  saw-mill,  steam  engine 
and  boiler,  with  the  gearing,  machinery,  and  appurtenances 
thereof,  sold  and  delivered  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendants 
at  their  request,  and  for  a messuage  and  lands  sold  and 
conveyed  by  the  plaintiff  to  defendants  at  their  request. 
Pleas , never  indebted,  payment,  and  set-off. 

At  the  trial  the  plaintiffs  counsel  called  upon  defendants 
to  produce  a certain  deed  of  bargain  and  sale,  under  a notice 
to  produce.  It  was  produced,  and  he  admitted  that  the 
lands  contained  in  it  were  those  referred  to  in  the  declara- 
tion, and  that  the  action  was  brought  to  recover  a portion 
of  the  purchase  money  mentioned  in  said  deed. 

The  deed  was  a conveyance  of  certain  land  by  the 
plaintiff  to  defendants  in  fee  simple,  the  consideration 
being  thus  expressed,  “ for  and  in  consideration  of  fifteen 
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hundred  dollars  of  lawful  money  of  Canada,  to  me  by  the 
said  parties  of  the  second  part  in  hand  well  and  truty  paid,, 
at  or  before  the  sealing  and  delivery  of  these  presents,  the 
receipt  whereof  is  hereby  acknowledged.” 

Defendants’  counsel  objected  that  the  receipt  under  seal 
contained  in  the  deed  being  conclusive  the  action  could  not 
be  maintained,  and  thereupon  the  plaintiff  was  nonsuited. 

This  nonsuit  was  afterwards  set  aside,  upon  the  ground 
that  the  estoppel  by  the  receipt  not  having  been  pleaded,, 
could  not  be  relied  upon  as  conclusive,  and  that  the  receipt 
therefore  should  have  been  left  to  the  jury  with  other 
evidence  as  to  the  fact  of  payment. 

From  this  judgment  the  defendants  appealed. 

Davis,  for  the  appellants,  cited  Baker  v.  Dewey,  1 B.  & C. 
704;  Bowntree  v.  Jacob,  2 Taunt  141  ; Lampon  v.  Corke,. 
5 B.  & Al.  606  ; Sug.  Y.  & P.,  vol.  iii.,  pa  198,  note;  Tay. 
Ev.,  sec.  83. 

Richards,  Q.  C.,  contra,  cited  Lord  Fever  sham  v.  Emer- 
son, 11  Ex.  391;  Wilson  v.  Butter,  4 Bing.  N.  C.  756; 
Carpenter  v.  Buller,  8 M.  & W.  212  ; Young  v.  Baincock, 
7 C.  B.  310 ; Littlechild  v.  Banks,  7 Q.  B.  739 ; Smith  v. 
Winter,  12  C.  B.  487. 

Bobinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

Knowing,  as  we  must  know,  how  frequently  it  happens  in 
this  country  that  the  purchase  money  for  land  conveyed,  or 
a great  part  of  it,  is  allowed  by  agreement  of  the  parties, 
sometimes  verbal,  to  stand  out  upon  credit,  while  in  the 
body  of  the  deed  the  grantor  expressly  acknowledges  that 
the  whole  price  was  paid  to  him  at  or  before  the  time  of 
executing  the  indenture,  it  cannot  but  be  with  reluctance 
that  we  feel  ourselves  compelled  in  any  case  to  hold  the 
receipt  in  the  body  of  the  deed  to  be  conclusive  evidence  of 
payment.  But  that  the  law  is  so  has  been  long  held  in 
England,  and  it  is  right  to  consider  that  when  the  fact  is 
that  the  price  has  been  paid,  as  the  language  of  the  deed 
imports,  the  purchaser  can  do  nothing  which  ought  more 
effectually  to  protect  him  against  any  action  for  the  money 
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than  to  have  the  receipt  formally  acknowledged  under  the 
seal  of  the  grantor.  It  is  true  that  in  most  cases  there  are 
added  in  the  deed  words  of  release  as  well  as  an  acknowledg- 
ment of  payment,  and  in  this  deed  there  are  no  such  words 
of  release;  but  we  take  that  to  signify  nothing,  for  if  the 
acknowledgment  of  payment  is  conclusive  it  can  be  of  no 
consequence  that  the  vendor  has  not  released  the  party 
from  the  debt  which  must  be  taken  to  have  been  paid. 

The  cases  which  may  be  cited  for  establishing  that  the 
receipt  in  the  deed  is  conclusive,  are  Rowntree  v.  Jacob,  2 
Taunt,  141 ; Baker  v.  Dewey,  1 B.  & C.  704;  Lampon  v. 
Corke,  5 B & Al.  606.  We  refer  also  to  Sug.  V.  & P.,  vol. 
iii.,  p.  198,  note,  10th  ed.,  and  to  Taylor  on  Evidence, 
sec.  88. 

Then  if  we  must  take  the  law  to  be  so  settled,  as  we  think 
we  must,  whatever  remedy  may  be  in  the  power  of  the  party 
in  equity,  where  there  has  not  been  any  separate  security 
taken  for  the  purchase  money,  we  are  to  consider  whether 
in  this  case  it  was  rightly  held  in  the  court  below  that  the 
receipt  in  the  deed  could  not  be  allowed  to  avail  the  party 
on  the  principle  of  estoppel,  because  there  was  no  plea 
setting  up  an  estoppel,  but  that  it  must  go  on  the  other 
evidence  to  the  jury  as  a question  of  fact,  whether  the  price 
for  the  land  had  been  actually  paid  or  not. 

We  confess  ourselves  unable  to  see  how  it  can  be  denied 
that  if  the  receipt  in  the  deed  is  conclusive  evidence  of  pay- 
ment it  must  be  received  as  such  either  on  the  plea  of  never 
indebted  or  of  payment;  we  mean,  of  course,  in  the  absence 
of  evidence  of  fraud  in  obtaining  the  seal  of  the  plaintiff  to 
the  deed  containing  the  receipt. 

If  the  money  has  been  paid  it  must  have  been  paid  before 
the  deed  was  made  or  at  the  time.  If  before,  that  is,  in 
advance,  which  it  might  be,  then  there  never  was  a debt ; 
and  we  think  it  would  be  equally  correct  to  say  that  there 
never  was  a debt  for  the  land  sold  and  conveyed  if  it  was 
paid  for  at  the  time ; but  even  if  it  could  be  held,  as  it  lias 
been  intimated  by  a very  learned  judge  it  should  be,  that, 
there  had  been  in  fact  a debt  when  the  land  or  goods  were 
paid  for  at  the  moment  they  were  bought,  then  surely  under 
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the  plea  of  payment  the  deed  must  be  conclusive  evidence 
where  no  fraud  has  been  practised. 

We  think  the  judgment  given  in  the  county  court  must 
be  reversed,  and  that  the  rule  nisi  for  setting  aside  the 
nonsuit  and  granting  a new  trial  must  be  discharged. 

Appeal  allowed. 


Duggan  v.  Kitson. 

Division  court  execution — Sale  of  chattels  real — Consol.  Stats.  U.  C.,  ch.  19. 

A term  for  years  in  land  cannot  be  sold  under  an  execution  from  the 
division  court,  but  only  such  things  as  can  be  delivered  over  to  the 
purchaser,  or  such  securities  as  the  Consol.  Stats.  U.  C.,  ch.  19,  sec. 
151,  expressly  authorizes  the  seizure  of. 

Ejectment  for  lot  20  on  the  south  side  of  King  street, 
in  the  city  of  Toronto. 

At  the  trial,  at  Toronto,  before  Hagarty,  J.,  it  appeared 
•that  the  defendant  had  become  tenant  to  the  plaintiff  of  the 
premises  in  question,  under  a lease  made  to  him  by  the 
plaintiff,  on  the  27th  of  February,  1858,  to  hold  for  five 
years,  at  a rent  of  1>100,  to  be  paid  quarterly.  There  were 
«ix  houses,  of  an  inferior  description,  upon  the  property 
leased.  While  defendant  was  in  possession  as  tenant,  on 
the  9th  of  February,  1860,  a division  court  execution,  which 
issued  on  that  day  at  the  suit  of  Dempsey  and  Blevins 
.against  this  defendant,  came  to  one  Severs,  a bailiff,  under 
which  he  advertised  and  sold  this  lease.  The  sale  took 
place  on  the  31st  of  March,  1860,  by  public  auction,  by  a 
person  employed  by  Severs,  and  the  lease  or  term  was  bid 
off  by  the  plaintiff,  the  landord,  for  £3  15s.,  and  a bill  of 
sale  was  executed  of  the  term  to  him  by  Severs,  the  bailiff. 

The  bailiff,  Severs,  swore  that  there  were  no  moveable 
goods  of  the  defendant  liable  to  be  seized  so  far  as  he  knew, 
but  he  admitted  that  he  did  not  go  to  see  whether  there  were 
any  such  goods  or  not.  He  swore  that  neither  the  plaintiff 
nor  anyone  else  had  told  him  to  seize  this  lease,  but  he  had 
before  seized  it  on  another  division  court  execution  at  the 
suit  of  one  Orr,  which  was  afterwards  stayed  by  order  of  the 
judge,  and  then,  when  Dempsey’s  writ  came  to  him  after- 
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wards,  he  seized  and  sold  under  it,  having  first  avertised 
it  three  or  four  times  on  both  writs. 

The  lease  was  bid  off  to  the  plaintiff,  at  an  adjourned  sale. 
On  the  first  day  on  which  a sale  was  attempted  the  plaintiff 
attended  and  offered  5s.,  and  the  bailiff  adjourned  the  sale, 
no  one  bidding  more.  The  plaintiff  on  that  occasion  stated 
publicly  that  the  lease  was  worth  nothing,  and  that  the 
tenant  had  no  interest  in  it.  There  were  several  adjourn- 
ments of  the  sale.  It  was  at  last  sold  on  the  81st  of  March 
to  the  plaintiff  for  £3  15s.,  not  by  the  bailiff,  but  by  a per- 
son employed  by  him.  The  plaintiff  paid  the  money  bid,, 
and  the  bailiff  made  the  deed  to  him.  There  was  no  en- 
dorsement of  the  seizure  made  on  the  back  of  the  writ.. 
The  proceedings  on  which  the  execution  in  Dempsey  and 
Blevins’  suit  issued  were  proved. 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  plaintiff’s  case  the  defendant’s 
counsel  moved  for  a nonsuit,  on  the  grounds:  1.  That  the 
law  requires  division  court  executions  to  be  returned  in 
thirty  days ; that  the  writ  was  not  so  returned,  and  there- 
fore the  plaintiff  could  not  sell  on  it. 

2.  That  the  bailiff  had  no  power  to  adjourn  the  sale. 

3.  That  the  bailiff  could  not  legally  sell  a chattel  real 
under  a division  court  execution. 

4.  That  there  was  in  fact  no  seizure  made,  no  entr}'  of 
seizure  made  on  the  writ. 

5.  That  the  bailiff  was  not  present,  and  did  not  sell,  and 
that  he  could  not  depute  another  to  sell  for  him. 

Leave  was  reserved  to  defendant  to  move  for  a nonsuit, 
in  term  on  the  objections. 

The  defendant  then  went  into  his  case,  and  proved  that  on 
the  first  day  when  the  sale  was  attempted,  several  persons, 
present  wished  to  bid,  and  several  bids  were  made  of  trifling 
sums : that  the  plaintiff  was  present,  and  forbade  the  sale, 
saying  it  was  his  property : that  the  bailiff  did  not  know  what 
to  do,  and  adjourned  the  sale:  that  at  the  day  when  the  sale 
was  made,  and  afterwards,  the  plaintiff  stated  several  times 
that  he  went  there  to  stop  the  sale,  for  that  he  did  not  wish  to 
see  the  poor  man’s  property  sacrificed;  that  he  had  secured 
the  property  for  him,  and  had  been  doing  a friendly  act. 
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It  was  proved,  further,  by  the  tenant  of  one  of  the  six 
houses  under  the  defendant,  that  he  paid  the  defendant 
$12  a month  rent  for  that  house,  and  he  swore  that  he 
believed  the  defendant  received  £100  a year  above  the  rent 
he  was  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff;  that  a tavern  on  the  corner 
of  the  lot  let  at  £90  a year. 

It  was  proved  also  that  the  defendant  at  the  time  of  the 
sale  had  personal  property  of  much  more  value  than  the 
£3  15s. 

A verdict  having  been  found  for  the  plaintiff. 

Durand  obtained  a rule  nisi  for  a nonsuit  on  the  leave 
reserved,  or  for  a new  trial. 

Burns  shewed  cause. 

The  clauses  of  the  statute  bearing  upon  the  question 
determined  are  cited  in  the  judgment. 

Robinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

The  first  question  in  this  case  is  whether  under  the  execu- 
tion from  the  division  court  a term  for  years  could  legally 
be  sold.  The  statute,  Consol.  Stats.  U.  C.,  ch.  19,  sec.  151, 
provides  that  “ every  bailiff  or  officer  having  an  execution 
against  the  goods  and  chattels  of  any  person,  may  by  virtue 
thereof  seize  and  take  any  of  the  good  and  chattels  of  such 
person,  (excepting  the  wearing  apparel  and  bedding  of  such 
person  or  his  family,  and  the  tools  and  implements  of  his 
trade,  to  the  value  of  $20,  which  shall  to  that  extent  be 
protected  from  the  seizure,)  and  may  also  seize  and  take 
any  money  or  bank-notes,  and  any  cheques,  bills  of  ex- 
change, promissory  notes,  bonds,  specialties,  or  securities 
for  money  belonging  to  such  persons.” 

The  words  “ goods  and  chattels  ” as  used  here,  that  is, 
without  any  words  denoting  an  intention  to  distinguish 
between  moveable  and  immoveable,  do,  as  a general  rule,  we 
have  no  doubt,  include  chattels  real  as  well  as  chattels 
personal,  and  that  effect  is  given  to  them  at  common  law, 
■and  without  the  aid  of  any  statute,  when  they  are  found  in 
writs  of  execution  issued  from  the  superior  courts. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  clause  we  have  cited  which  can  be 
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taken  to  indicate  an  intention  that  personal  chattels  only, 
and  not  real  chattels,  shall  be  subject  to  seizure,  but  we  do 
not  believe  that  it  has  been  generally  taken  to  be  legal  to 
sell  terms  for  years  in  real  property  under  executions  from 
the  division  court.  We  are  not  aware  that  it  has  been 
attempted  to  do  so  in  any  other  case. 

And  it  is  to  be  considered  that  if  because  the  words  goods 
and  chattels  are  in  themselves  large  enough  to  embrace  terms 
for  years,  such  terms  must  therefore  be  held  to  be  saleable 
under  executions  from  the  division  courts,  we  could  not  re- 
fuse upon  the  same  principle  to  hold  that  in  every  case  of 
a warrant  from  a justice  of  the  peace  for  levying  a fine  or 
a penalty,  however  trifling,  and  in  all  cases  under  the  187th 
and  188th  sections  of  the  division  court  act,  a leasehold 
property  of  the  defendant  would  be  liable  to  be  sold,  for 
such  warrants  usually  direct  the  money  to  be  levied  upon 
the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  party,  and  are  authorized  by 
statute  to  be  issued  in  that  form.  Now  we  think  we  are  safe 
in  saying  that  terms  for  years  are  not  in  fact  seized  and  sold 
under  such  warrants,  and  although  it  is  not  in  all  cases  a 
conclusive  argument  that  whatever  has  never  hitherto  been 
done  under  circumstances  which  are  frequently  recurring  is 
not  fit  to  be  done,  yet  the  want  of  precedent  may  be  in 
general  relied  upon  as  a very  strong  argument  in  favour  of 
the  conclusion. 

And  there  is  in  the  division  court  act  a strong  indication 
that  the  legislature  did  not  mean  that  the  process  of  execu- 
tion from  such  courts  should  extend  to  any  thing  but  per- 
sonal chattels.  We  refer  to  the  sections,  199,  204,  206,  210, 
and  the  form  of  the  writ  of  attachment  against  the  goods  of 
absconding  debtors  given  in  the  schedule  at  the  end  of  the 
act,  as  compared  with  the  form  of  attachments  directed  by 
ch.  25  to  be  issued  from  the  superior  courts.  The  warrant 
4o  be  issued  to  the  bailiff  of  a division  court  in  such  cases  is 
to  “ seize,  take,  and  safely  keep  all  the  personal  estate  and 
effects  of  the  absconding  debtor  liable  to  seizure  under 
< execution  for  debt,”  and  not,  as  in  the  case  of  attachments 
from  the  higher  courts  to  seize  “ all  the  real  and  personal 
property,”  &c.  This  shews,  we  think,  that  it  was  only  the 
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personal  goods  of  the  debtor  that  are  intended  to  be  liable 
to  seizure  under  execution  from  the  division  court,  such 
chattels  as  are  subject  to  distress  and  sale  under  warrants 
from  justices  or  courts  of  inferior  jurisdiction,  and  under 
by-laws,  or  otherwise. 

Mr.  Bradby  in  his  treatise  on  distresses,  p.  206,  in  which 
he  treats  not  merely  of  distresses  for  rent,  but  of  all  cases 
in  which  goods  may  be  seized  and  sold  by  a summary 
proceeding  for  the  levying  any  fine  or  penalty,  says,  “ It 
may  be  laid  down  as  a general  rule,  that  even  at  the  com- 
mon law  all  personal  chattels  are  liable  to  be  taken  as  a 
distress,  unless  they  fall  within  some  of  those  exemptions 
which  will  be  hereafter  specified.” 

We  think  it  is  in  like  manner  only  personal  chattels,  not 
real  chattels,  which  can  be  seized  under  process  from  our 
division  courts,  though  in  all  these  cases  the  command  is  to 
levy  the  money  from  the  “ goods  and  chattels ” without 
restricting  expressly  the  meaning  of  those  words.  In  Gorton 
v.  Falkner,  (4  T.  R.  565,)  Lord  Kenyon  says,  “ We  may  lay 
it  down  as  a general  proposition  that  at  this  time  all  moveable 
chattels  are  distrainable.”  This  sanctions  a distinction  be- 
tween moveable  and  immoveable  goods,  where  undoubtedly 
the  authority  was  to  seize  and  sell  “ the  goods  and  chattels.” 

In  cases  of  sales  of  terms  for  years  under  execution  from 
courts  of  record  nothing  passes  by  the  mere  sale  of  the  lease. 
There  must  be  an  assignment  by  the  sheriff,  which  is  usually 
executed  under  his  seal  of  office.  Nothing  less  than  this  can 
support  an  ejectment  by  the  purchaser,  and  except  under 
certain  circumstances  he  has  also  to  prove  a judgment  on 
which  the  execution  issued.  Again,  it  has  been  determined 
that  a portion  only  of  the  premises  demised  cannot  be  sold, 
for  what  the  sheriff  is  supposed  to  sell  is  the  lease  itself, 
which  is  indivisible,  so  that  in  that  case  to  make  a few 
shillings  or  dollars,  defendants’  interest  in  the  whole  land 
demised,  with  the  six  tenements  upon  it,  must  all  be  sold, 
which  was  in  fact  done  in  this  case  by  the  bailiff. 

It  seems  to  us  that  it  is  not  reasonable  to  suppose  that  the 
law  could  ever  have  intended  that  a lease  for  twenty  or 
ninety-nine  years,  or  for  a much  longer  term,  should  be  subject 
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to  be  seized  and  sold  in  execution  by  a bailiff  or  constable, 
who  has  no  seal  of  office,  and  upon  a warrant  which  has 
no  judgment  of  record  to  support  it,  and  a judgment  from 
which  there  is  no  appeal.  He  can  only  sell,  we  think,  such 
things  as  he  can  deliver  over  to  the  purchaser,  or  such 
securities  as  the  151st  section  of  the  statute  expressly  au- 
thorizes him  to  seize. 

There  were  several  particular  objections  taken  in  this 
case  to  the  proceedings,  besides  the  main  objection  which 
we  have  been  considering,  but  as  we  think  the  term  could 
not  have  been  sold  under  the  execution  from  the  division 
court,  we  do  not  go  into  these  particular  objections,  such 
as  the  allegation,  not  distinctly  proved,  we  think,  that 
nothing  was  done  towards  seizing  under  the  writ  until  after 
it  was  returnable,  which  would  be  a fatal  objection  if  founded 
in  fact.  And  on  the  evidence  generally,  we  think  we  should 
not  have  been  able  to  sustain  the  sale  as  a bona  fide  execu- 
tion of  the  writ.  It  is  a singular  fact  in  the  case,  that  the 
plaintiff,  who  bid  in  the  term,  was  himself  the  owner  of  the 
reversion.  The  term  would  have  merged  in  the  fee  the 
moment  he  acquired  it,  but  I do  not  see  that  that  would 
have  prevented  his  sustaining  this  action  of  ejectment  upon 
his  title  as  reversioner,  if  by  what  has  been  done  the  term 
could  be  held  to  have  been  legally  extinguished. 

Buie  absolute. 


In  the  matter  of  Frederick  Stewart  MacGachen, 

APPLYING  TO  BE  ADMITTED  AS  AN  ATTORNEY  AND 

Solicitor. 

Articled  clerk — Service — Expiration  of  articles  less  than  fourteen  days  before 

term. 

The  time  of  a clerk  articled  after  the  1st  of  July,  1858,  must  expire 
fourteen  days  before  the  term  in  which  he  seeks  to  be  admitted,  for 
the  affidavit  of  due  service  cannot  be  accepted  at  a later  period,  though 
before  his  examination 

Where  M..  therefore,  entered  into  articles  for  a year  on  the  25th  of  Jan- 
uary, 1860,  and  Hilary  Term  began  on  the  4th  of  February,  1861, 
held,  that  he  could  not  be  admitted  in  that  term. 

Mr.  MacGachen,  who  was  called  to  the  bar  in  England  by 
the  vsociety  of  the  Inner  Temple,  on  the  8th  of  June,  1849, 
entered  into  articles  on  the  25th  of  January,  1860,  with  a. 
21  u.  c.  q.  b.  20 
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practising  attorney  in  this  province,  binding  him  to  serve 
as  a clerk  for  one  year,  in  order  that  he  might,  after  com- 
pleting such  service,  he  admitted  an  attorney,  under  Consol. 
Stats.  U.  C.,  ch.  35,  sec.  2. 

The  articles  expiring  on  the  25th  of  January,  or  rather, 
perhaps,  on  the  24th  of  January,  1861,  there  were  not  four- 
teen days  between  the  time  of  service  being  completed  and 
the  commencement  of  Hilary  Term,  1861,  which  began  this 
year  on  the  4th  of  February,  and  it  was  therefore  not  in  the 
power  of  Mr.  MacGachen  to  comply  with  the  third  section 
of  the  act,  which  requires  that  such  candidate  for  admission 
shall,  at  least  fourteen  days  next  before  the  first  day  of  the 
term  in  which  he  seeks  admission,  leave  with  the  secretary 
of  the  Law  Society  his  contract  of  service,  an  affidavit  of 
due  execution  thereof,  and  of  due  service  thereunder.  See 
also  secs.  5,  10,  24. 

The  society  in  consequence  hesitated  to  grant  him  the 
certificate  provided  for  in  the  tenth  section,  and  made  a 
special  note  of  the  facts  in  a certificate  which  they  did  grant 
of  his  having  passed  an  examination  as  to  fitness;  and  re- 
quested the  consideration  of  the  court  upon  the  point 
whether  Mr.  MacGachen  could  be  legally  admitted. 

The  certificate  stated  that  fourteen  days  before  the  com- 
mencement of  the  term  the  said  articles,  with  an  affidavit  by 
Mr.  MacGachen  of  due  service  thereunder  up  to  the  19th  of 
January,  1861,  were  left  with  the  secretary  of  the  Law 
Society;  and  that  subsequently,  but  less  than  fourteen  days 
next  before  the  first  day  of  the  term,  and  after  the  expiration 
of  the  term  mentioned  in  said  articles,  and  before  his  exaim - 
nation,  affidavits  of  himself  and  of  the  attorney  to  whom  he 
was  bound,  proving  that  he  had  actually  served  and  been 
employed  by  such  practising  attorney  during  the  whole  of 
his  term  of  service,  were  presented  to  the  convocation. 

Read,  C.,  appeared  for  the  Law  Society,  and  C.  So 
Patterson,  for  the  petitioner. 

Robinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

We  think  the  statute  does  not  authorize  the  admission 
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during  the  present  term,  since  Mr.  MacG-achen  could  not 
make  and  has  not  made  an  affidavit  fourteen  days  before  the 
term  of  having  duly  served  under  his  articles,  which  must  be 
taken  to  mean  that  he  had  completed  his  service  for  a year. 

If  it  occurred  to  the  legislature  when  they  were  passing 
the  act  that  by  requiring  such  affidavit  to  be  furnished  four- 
teen days  before  the  term  they  would  in  some  cases  be  expos- 
ing the  candidate  for  admission  to  the  loss  of  a term,  they 
might  perhaps  have  provided  against  that  by  allowing  that 
affidavit  to  be  filed  at  any  time  before  he  presented  himself 
to  be  sworn  in ; but  the  act  does  not  so  provide ; it  rather 
affords  evidence  that  the  legislature  was  not  disposed  to 
guard  against  this  inconvenience,  except  in  cases  of  persons 
who  had  entered  into  articles  before  the  1st  of  July,  1858. 
See  sec.  24. 

There  is  no  room  for  any  latitude  of  construction  in  regard 
to  this  requisition  of  the  statute,  as  there  necessarily  must  be 
in  some  degree  with  respect  to  what  constitutes  service  within 
the  meaning  of  the  act.  It  is  quite  clear  that  consistently 
with  the  statute,  so  far  as  regards  the  year’s  service  being 
duly  completed,  the  candidate  must  be  in  a situation  to 
make  the  affidavit  fourteen  days  before  the  term  begins. 

It  will  only  be  necessary  that  hereafter,  in  view  of  the 
possible  loss  of  a term,  care  should  be  taken  to  enter  into 
the  contract  of  service  a sufficient  number  of  days  before  the 
term  to  escape  the  difficulty  of  not  leaving  fourteen  clear 
days  between  the  expiration  of  the  articles  and  the  term 
that  will  follow  next  after. 
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Harrison  v.  Brega. 

Registrar — Omission  of  mortgage  in  certificate — Action  therefor — Notice  of 
action  and  limitation — Consol.  Stats.  U.  C. , chaps.  126,  89 — Damages — 
Costs  of  suit  by  first  mortgagee. 

A registrar  being  applied  to  by  tbe  plaintiff  for  a certificate  of  the  regis- 
tries on  a lot,  gave  one  in  which  he  omitted  to  mention  a mortgage 
for  $600,  prior  to  thac  which  the  plaintiff  purchased,  supposing  it, 
from  the  certificate,  to  be  a first  encumbrance.  The  first  mortgage 
obtained  a decree  for  sale,  and  the  plaintiff  purchased  the  land  at  less 
than  would  satisfy  the  two  mortgages,  but  he  soon  afterwards  sold 
at  a considerable  advance,  so  that  in  the  end  he  would  receive  all  that 
he  had  paid  for  his  mortgage.  In  an  action  against  the  registrar  for 
this  omission  in  his  certificate,  the  jury  gave  $500  damages. 

Held,  that  the  registrar  was  not  entitled  to  notice  of  action,  and  that  the 
six  months’  limitation  clause  did  not  apply,  for  though  an  officer 
within  the  meaning  of  the  act,  Consol.  Stats.,  U.  C.,  ch.  126,  this  was 
not  an  act  committed,  but  a negligent  omission. 

Held,  also,  that  the  damages  were  moderate,  the  plaintiff  having  in  fact 
sustained  loss  to  the  full  amount  of  the  first  mortgage. 

The  plaintiff  having  been  made  a party  to  a suit  in  chancery  on  the  first 
mortgage  endeavoured  to  obtain  priority,  but  failed  in  his  defence, 
and  was  compelled  to  pay  costs.  Whether  these  costs  could  be  re- 
covered from  the  registrar  was  a point  raised,  but  not  decided,  as  it 
was  uncertain  whether  they  were  included  in  the  verdict. 

The  plaintiff  sued  defendant,  who  was  registrar  for  the 
county  of  Peel,  for  damages  which  he  alleged  he  had  sus- 
tained from  the  defendant  having  given  an  erroneous  cer- 
tificate as  registrar  of  the  state  of  the  title  to  a certain 
parcel  of  land,  upon  which  a mortgage  had  been  given,  and 
which  mortgage  the  plaintiff  proposed  to  purchase,  and  did 
purchase,  relying  upon  the  accuracy  of  the  registrar’s  cer- 
tificate. 

The  declaration  contained  two  counts,  but  the  first  only 
was  relied  upon  at  the  trial,  and  the  other  was  abandoned. 

The  first  count  stated  in  substance  that  on  the  15th  of 
July,  1857,  one  Robert  Campbell  had  made  a mortgage  of 
certain  175  acres  of  lot  6,  in  2nd  concession  south  of 
Dundas  street,  in  the  township  of  Toronto,  to  James  Farrell, 
and  his  assigns,  to  secure  ;£600,  with  interest,  which  mort- 
gage was  registered  by  defendant  on  the  15th  of  July, 
1857  : that  the  plaintiff  agreed  afterwards  to  purchase  the 
said  mortgage  from  Farrell,  for  a certain  sum  of  money  to 
be  paid  for  the  same,  provided  it  should  be  found  by  search 
at  the  registry  office  that  this  was  the  first  encumbrance 
upon  the  land,  as  Farrell  had  represented  it  to  be  : that  no 
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the  1st  of  September,  1857,  the  plaintiff  required  the  de- 
fendant, as  registrar,  to  search  into  the  title,  and  to  send  a 
certificate,  and  paid  him  therefor;  and  the  declaration 
charged  that  the  defendant  did  not  carefully  search,  and 
did  not  send  a true  certificate  of  the  state  of  the  title,  but 
neglected  his  duty  in  that  behalf,  and  erroneously  and  un- 
truly certified  that  the  mortgage  to  Farrell  was  the  first 
undischarged  mortgage  or  encumbrance  created  by  Camp- 
bell on  the  land,  or  any  part  of  it,  which  had  been  regis- 
tered in  his  office  : that  the  plaintiff  relying  upon  this,  and 
having  no  knowledge  to  the  contrary,  bought  the  mortgage 
from  Farrell,  and  paid  for  it  the  price  agreed  upon,  and  took 
from  him  an  assignment,  which  was  duly  registered  on  the 
29th  of  September,  1857,  whereas  in  truth  Campbell,  before 
he  gave  the  mortgage  to  Farrell,  had,  on  the  21st  of  August, 
1854,  made  a mortgage  on  the  same  land  to  one  James 
Speers,  for  ,£150,  payable  with  interest,  which  mortgage 
was  on  the  29th  of  August,  1854,  duly  registered  by  defend- 
ant, as  registrar,  but  all  mention  of  it  was  omitted  in  the 
certificate  given  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  of  the 
state  of  the  title. 

The  plaintiff  then  averred  that  the  debt  of  Campbell  to 
Speers  not  being  paid  when  due,  Speers,  after  the  assign- 
ment had  been  registered,  filed  a bill  in  Chancery  to  obtain 
a sale  of  the  land  : that  the  plaintiff,  being  made  a defend- 
ant in  that  suit,  endeavoured  to  make  good  his  claim  to 
priority  as  a bona  fide  purchaser  of  the  second  mortgage 
for  value,  without  notice  of  the  first,  but  failed  in  his  de- 
fence : that  the  land  was  ordered  to  be  sold  to  pay  Speers* 
debt,  interest,  and  costs,  in  the  first  place,  and  that  when 
this  was  done,  and  the  surplus  of  the  proceeds  applied  to- 
wards the  satisfaction  of  the  plaintiff’s  mortgage,  interest, 
and  costs,  which  then  amounted  to  £749  19s.,  it  left  a 
deficiency  of  £238  19s.  lid.,  and  the  plaintiff  averred  that 
he  had  thereby  lost  that  amount,  and  interest  from  the  12th 
of  October,  1860. 

The  defendant  pleaded  not  guilty,  by  statutes,  Consol. 
Stats.  U.  C.,  ch.  126,  secs.  9,  10,  11,  20,  and  ch.  89,  secs. 
9 to  13  inclusive,  and  sec.  67. 
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At  the  trial,  at  Toronto,  before  McLean,  J.,  the  plaintiff 
produced  defendant’s  certificate,  as  registrar,  dated  the 
23rd  of  September,  1857,  in  which  there  was  no  mention 
made  of  the  mortgage  to  Speers,  and  it  was  proved  that 
long  afterwards,  when  the  plaintiff  was  informed  of  that 
mortgage,  and  of  the  intention  of  Speers  to  file  a bill,  his 
son,  who  transacted  business  for  him  as  his  attorney,  wrote 
again  to  the  registrar  to  request  another  search  and  certi- 
ficate, and  on  the  11th  of  February,  1859,  the  defendant 
sent  him  another  certificate  in  which  also  Speers’  mort- 
gage was  omitted. 

To  both  papers  the  regstrar  certified  at  the  foot  that 
they  were  correct  to  the  best  of  his  knowledge  and  belief. 

A few  days  after  the  last  certificate  was  received  the 
plaintiff’s  son  saw  the  mortgage  given  to  Speers  in  the 
hands  of  his  solicitor,  and  wrote  again  to  the  defendant 
stating  this ; and  he  then  received  from  him  a statement 
of  the  registry  of  Speers’  mortgage  on  the  29th  of  August, 
1854,  with  the  remark,  “ The  above  was  overlooked  in  con- 
sequence of  not  having  been  marked  in  the  index  ” 

It  was  proved  at  the  trial  that  the  plaintiff,  when  he 
bought  Farrell’s  mortgage,  did  not  give  him  the  full  £600 
and  interest  for  it : that  Farrell’s  mortgage  contained  the 
usual  covenant  by  Campbell  to  pay  the  money,  but  that 
Campbell  was  now  insolvent:  that  when  the  land  was  sold 
by  decree  of  the  court  of  Chancery  it  brought  £760  : that 
the  plaintiff  afterwards  bought  it  of  the  gentleman  who 
had  bid  it  off,  giving  him  £25  for  his  purchase,  and  paying 
the  price  bid  himself,  and  that  he  soon  after  disposed  of 
the  land  for  £1,000,  of  which  £600  had  been  paid,  so  that 
the  plaintiff  would  probably  at  least  have  received  the  full 
amount  of  the  mortgage  money,  without  bringing  this  ac- 
tion, but  he  would  have  paid  more  for  it  than  he  contem- 
plated, and  more  than  he  would  have  had  to  pay  if  the  de- 
fendant had  done  his  duty  accurately. 

The  defendant’s  counsel  moved  for  a nonsuit  on  the 
grounds  that  no  notice  of  action  had  been  given,  and  that 
the  action  should  have  been  brought  within  six  months. 

The  learned  judge  reserved  leave  to  move  afterwards  on 
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these  exceptions,  and  told  the  jury  that  the  defendant  was 
liable  for  the  damages  occasioned  by  his  mistake  or  omis- 
sion : that  by  the  sale  which  took  place  under  the  decree  in 
Speers’  suit,  the  lands  passed  into  the  hands  of  a stranger, 
at  a price  which  would  have  left  the  plaintiffs  debt  unsatis- 
fied to  the  amount  of  £288  10s.,  and  that  the  plaintiff  hav- 
ing indemnified  himself  to  a great  extent,  if  not  fully,  by  his 
subsequent  purchase  of  the  land  from  another,  and  his 
re-sale  of  it  at  an  advanced  price,  was  not  a matter  of  which 
the  defendant  was  entitled  to  take  advantage.  He  held  that 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  the  costs  of  his  defence 
in  the  Chancery  suit,  but  he  desired  the  jury  to  give  such 
amount  of  damages  as  they  might  think  reasonable  upon  the 
evidence. 

The  jury  gave  a verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  and  $500  damages. 

M.  C.  Cameron  obtained  a rule  nisi  for  a nonsuit  on  the 
leave  reserved  ; or  for  a new  trial  on  the  law  and  evidence, 
for  excessive  damages,  and  for  misdirection,  contending 
that  unless  the  plaintiff  had  sustained  damage  he  was  not 
entitled  to  recover,  and  at  any  rate  not  for  more  than  his 
actual  damage  from  the  whole  transaction,  and  that  the  true 
estimate  of  damage  was  the  amount  by  which  the  two  mort- 
gages exceeded  the  actual  value  of  the  land.  He  contended 
also,  that  as  the  mortgage  given  to  Campbell  contained  a cove- 
nant to  pay  the  money,  and  as  Farrell  in  his  assignment  to 
the  plaintiff  had  also  covenanted  with  the  plaintiff  that  the 
mortgage  debt  should  be  punctually  paid,  it  was  incorrect  to 
charge  the  jury  that  those  covenants  did  not  affect  the  plain- 
tiff’s right  to  recover  substantial  damages.  He  objected 
also  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  claim  to  recover  his  costs  in 
Chancery  in  the  foreclosure  suit  brought  by  Speers. 

Eccles,  Q.  C.,  and  R.  A.  Harrison , shewed  cause.  They 
cited  Consol.  Stats.  U.  C.,  ch.  126,  secs.  1,  9,  10,  11,  20; 
ch.  89,  secs.  9 to  18  inclusive,  sec.  67  ; Common  Law  Pro- 
cedure Act,  secs.  3,  4 ; McWhirter  v.  Corbett,  4 C.  P.  203 ; 
Wallace  v.  Smith,  5 East  115 ; Green  way  v,.  Plurd,  4 T.  E. 
553  ; Umphelby  v.  McLean,  1 B.  & Al.  42 ; The  Queen  v. 
Kelk,  1 Q.  B.  660 : Davis  v.  Curling,  8 Q.  B.  286 ; Carpue 
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v.  The  London  and  Brighton  R.  W.  Co.,  5 Q.  B.  747, 
754  ; Kennet  and  Avon  Canal  Navigation  v.  Great  Western 
R.  W.  Co.,  7 Q.  B.  824  ; March  v.  Port  Dover  and  Otter  - 
ville  Road  Co.,  15  U.  C.  R.  138  ; Fletcher  v.  Greenwell,  4 
Dowl.  166  ; Waterhouse  v.  Keen,  4 B.  & C.  200;  Shatwell 
v.  Hall,  10  M.  & W.  523  ; Palmer  v.  Grand  Junction  R.  W. 
Co.,  4 M.  & W.  749 ; Atkins  v.  Banwell,  3 East  92  ; Henly  v. 
The  Mayor,  &c.,  of  Lyme,  5 Bing.  91,  107  ; Gibbs  v.  Trus- 
tees cf  the  Liverpool  Docks,  3 H.  & N.  164 ; Sutton  v. 
Clarke,  6 Taunt.  29  ; Gladwell  v.  Steggall,  5 Bing.  N.  C. 
733. 

M.  C.  Cameron,  contra,  cited  White  v.  Clark,  11  U.  C. 
R.  137  ; Smith  v.  Shaw,  10  B.  & C.  277  ; Hodges  v.  Earl 
of  Litchfield,  1 Bing.  N.  C.  492  ; Joule  v.  Taylor,  7 Ex.  58. 

Robinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

The  first  question  to  be  determined  by  us  is  whether  the 
defendant,  as  a registrar,  was  entitled  under  the  Statute 
Consol.  Stat.  U.  C.,  ch.  126,  sec.  20,  to  the  protection 
given  to  justices  of  the  peace  and  other  officers  as  to  notice 
of  action,  and  the  time  within  wTiich  actions  should  be 
brought.  No  doubt  the  registrar  is  a public  officer,  and  if, 
after  carrying  out  or  attempting  to  carry  out  any  powers 
given  to  him  by  the  act,  he  should  be  charged  with  malfea- 
sance, we  do  not  at  present  see  how  it  could  be  denied  that 
he  would  be  entitted  to  the  protection  given  by  that  act,  not 
merely  to  justices  of  the  peace,  but  to  every  other  officer 
fulfilling  a public  duty.  But  we  think  the  statute  is  not  to 
be  extended  to  cases  of  mere  neglect  or  malfeasance.  Secs.  9 
and  10  of  the  act  indicate  that,  we  think,  plainly. 

The  case  of  Davis  v.  Curling,  (8  Q.  B.  286,)  is  different 
in  its  nature  from  the  present,  and  does  not  support  the 
defendant’s  claim  to  notice.  The  court  there  said  that  the 
defendant,  a road  surveyor,  was  charged  with  the  positive 
act  of  laying  gravel  upon  the  road,  and  they  did  not  con- 
sider that  his  doing  so,  and  allowing  it  to  remain  there 
encumbering  the  road,  could  be  reasonably  regarded  as  a 
mere  omission  of  a duty,  as  negligence  or  nonfeasance,  and 
nothing  else.  They  thought  that  the  officer  must  be  re- 
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garded  as  having  committed  a wrong  in  executing  the 
authority  given  to  him  by  the  act,  and  so  came  within  the 
words  of  the  clause,  which  gives  the  protection  where  a 
person  is  sued,  for  an  act  committed  by  him  in  pursuance 
of  the  statute,  or  under  the  authority  of  the  statute. 

The  principal  cases  which  bear  upon  this  question  were 
cited  in  the  argument  of  this  case.  We  have  looked  into 
them  all,  and  in  our  opinion  none  of  them  go  so  far  as  to 
hold  a notice  of  action  necessary  in  this  case,  or  that  the 
limitation  of  time  for  suing  applies.  Both  points  in  fact 
turn  upon  the  same  question  of  construction. 

We  do  not  think  that  we  can  hold  that  registrars  are  not 
officers  within  the  act,  but  what  this  registrar  is  charged 
with  is  not  an  act  committed  in  carrying  the  law  into  effect 
according  to  his  erroneous  idea  of  his  duty,  but  a negligent 
omission  to  do  what  he  had  been  called  upon  to  do,  by  a 
person  who  had  employed  his  services  in  his  official  situa- 
tion, and  paid  him  for  the  duty  required  of  him.  The  late 
Chief  Justice  of  the  Common  Pleas  rightly  stated  the  distinc- 
tion, we  think,  in  McWhirter  v.  Corbett  et  al.,  (4  C.  P.  208,) 
when  he  said  that  though  the  sheriff  in  acting  upon  a writ 
of  fieri  facias  was  fulfilling  a duty  imposed  upon  him  by  the 
court  under  the  common  law,  yet  it  was  in  a private  mat- 
ter, and  that  if  it  was  intended  to  be  included  in  the  pro- 
tection to  public  officers  given  by  statute  14  & 15  Vic.,  ch. 
54,  it  wanted  explanation,  by  which  he  meant  that  the  lan- 
guage of  the  statute  did  not  make  the  application  suffi- 
ciently clear. 

As  to  the  unfortunate  omission  in  this  case  giving  a good 
ground  of  action  to  the  individual  who  has  suffered  damage 
by  it,  there  can  be  no  doubt,  we  think,  on  that  point.  A case 
like  this  must  clearly  come  within  the  language  used  by  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  England,  in  their  judgment  in 
the  case  of  Henley  v.  The  Mayor  of  Lyme,  (5  Bing.  107, 
108) ; and  it  does  not  appear  to  us  that  there  is  any  legal 
objection  to  the  amount  of  damages.  The  jury  were  in  fact 
not  disposed,  it  would  seem,  to  bear  hard  upon  the  defendant. 
Their  verdict  shews  that,  and  they  were  right,  for  in  the  mul- 
titude of  entries  to  be  made  by  a registrar  there  is  always  a 
possibility  of  error.  The  mortgage  to  Speers,  it  has  been 
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stated,  escaped  observation  in  the  searches  made,  from  the 
accident  that  the  entry  in  the  index  was  made  in  a wrong 
column,  being  included  in  entries  of  lots  on  the  south  side 
of  Dundas  street  instead  of  on  the  north  side.  This  might 
well  happen,  though  it  cannot  be  denied  that  it  was  an  error 
which  implies  negligence,  and  that  the  person  suffering  from 
it  has  a claim  to  be  made  good. 

No  doubt  it  was  pressed  upon  the  consideration  of  the 
jury,  as  it  reasonably  might  and  naturally  would  be,  that 
notwithstanding  the  plaintiff  had  this  encumbrance  to  pay 
off,  of  which  he  had  no  knowledge,  though  he  had  taken  the 
proper  means  to  ascertain  the  truth,  yet  that  he  was  after 
all  in  fact  no  loser  by  the  whole  transaction,  for  that  he  sold 
the  property  at  last  for  an  advanced  price,  which  saved  him 
from  all  loss  and  did  even  more  than  that.  If  the  jury,  in 
view  of  that  circumstance,  had  given  even  less  damages  than 
they  did,  we  should  not  have  been  surprised  ; but  they  took 
a reasonable  course  in  giving  the  moderate  amount  which 
they  did,  though  it  was  probably  more  than  the  defendant 
under  the  circumstances  expected  he  would  have  to  pay  ; 
and  we  cannot  interfere  on  the  ground  that  in  fact  the  plain- 
tiff sustained  little  damage,  if  any,  for  in  fact  he  did  suffer 
damage  just  to  the  extent  of  the  encumbrance  of  the  first 
mortgage,  in  this  sense,  that  but  for  the  defendant’s  mistake 
his  bargain  would  have  been  so  much  more  profitable  to  him 
than  it  turned  out  to  be. 

As  to  the  defendant’s  costs  in  the  Chancery  suit, we  cannot 
tell  that  the  jury  allowed  them,  but  must  rather  infer  that 
they  did  not,  since  they  gave  little  more  than  half  the  amount 
of  the  first  mortgage,  which  had  to  be  paid  out  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  sale  of  the  property. 


Eule  discharged. 
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Thomas  v.  Wilson,  Tully,  Willcock,  and  Lee. 

City  corporation — -Gaol  committee — Laying  corner  stone — Entertainment — 
Order  given  by  committee  for  ivines,  dbc. — Refusal  by  council  to  pay — 
Liability  of  committee. 

Defendants  were  a committee  of  the  city  council  to  inspect  and  superintend 
the  building  of  a gaol.  It  was  determined  at  a meeting  of  the  com- 
mittee, that  there  should  be  a ceremony  on  the  occasion  of  laying  the 
corner  stone,  and  a luncheon  given  in  St.  Lawrence  Hall ; and  one  of 
the  defendants,  the  chairman,  gave  an  order  addressed  to  the  plaintiff 
as  “commission  merchant,”  for  the  supply  of  certain  wines  specified, 
to  be  sent  to  the  St.  Lawrence  Hall,  directing  him  to  render  his  ac- 
count to  the  board  of  gaol  inspectors.  The  plaintiff  sent  in  his  bill  to 
the  chamberlain’s  office,  headed  “K.  T.,  chairman,  board  of  gaol  in- 
spectors, bought  of  G-.  Thomas,  agent.”  The  councli,  however,  refused 
to  sanction  the  expenditure,  and  he  then  sued  the  members  of  the 
committee  who  were  present  at  the  meeting  when  the  order  was  given. 
Held,  that  they  were  personally  liable,  and  that  the  plaintiff  might  sue 
in  his  own  name 

One  of  the  defendants,  the  mayor,  was  present  at  the  meeting  referred 
to,  and  at  first  objected  to  the  expense,  but  when  told  that  it  would 
be  less  than  he  had  heard,  he  did  not  persevere  in  his  opposition.  He 
afterwards  wrote  to  the  chairman  to  say  that  he  would  attend  the 
the  ceremony,  but  would  not  be  at  the  luncheon,  because  he  was 
obliged  to  leave  town  on  business,  and  because  he  disapproved  of  so 
great  and  unsatisfactory  an  expenditure  by  the  committee. 

Held,  not  sufficient  to  exempt  him  from  liability  with  the  others. 

Action  on  common  counts,  for  goods  bargained  and  sold, 
moneys  paid,  &c.,  and  on  account  stated. 

The  defendants  pleaded  never  indebted. 

At  the  trial,  at  Toronto,  before  McLean , J.,  it  appeared 
that  the  defendants  were  members  of  the  gaol  committee  of 
the  city  council,  Mr.  Wilson,  ex-officio , as  mayor,  and  the 
others  by  appointment  of  the  council.  On  the  21st  of  Octo- 
ber, 1859,  it  was  determined  in  this  committee  to  lay  the 
corner  stone  of  the  new  gaol  on  the  25th,  and  that  there 
should  be  a ceremony  on  the  occasion,  at  which  the  Masonic 
body  should  be  invited  to  attend : that  a luncheon  should  be 
given  on  that  day  at  St.  Lawrence  Hall,  and  400  tickets 
for  the  luncheon  distributed,  of  which  six  were  to  be  placed 
at  the  disposal  of  each  member  of  the  city  council,  and  six 
at  the  disposal  of  the  mayor ; refreshments  were  also  to  be 
given  to  the  fire  brigade. 

The  ceremony  did  take  place  on  the  day,  and  the  luncheon. 
The  mayor,  Mr.  Wilson,  was  present  at  the  former  only, 
being  obliged  to  leave  town  on  professional  duty  in  the 
afternoon. 
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The  plaintiff,  on  the  28th  of  October,  sent  in  a bill  to  the 
city  council,  that  is,  to  the  chamberlain’s  office,  for  cham- 
pagne, and  porter,  and  ale  furnished  by  him  on  that  occa- 
sion, amounting  to  $297.60.  This  was  headed  thus,  “ Kivas 
Tully,  Esq.,  chairman  board  jaol  inspectors,  bought  of  G. 
Thomas,  agent. 

The  gaol  committee  passed  it  at  $296,  making  a small 
deduction  of  a charge  for  cartage.  This  amount  came  after- 
wards, with  various  others  for  expenses  incurred  in  connec- 
tion with  the  ceremony  of  laying  the  corner  stone,  before  the 
chairman  of  the  finance  committee  of  the  city  council.  They 
passed  some  small  bills  for  other  items,  amounting  to 
$91.25,  but  all  the  accounts  for  refreshments,  including 
the  plaintiff’s  bill,  and  amounting  in  all  to  $902.  85,  the 
committee  referred  to  the  city  council  for  their  consideration. 

The  council,  it  seemed,  declined  to  sanction  the  payment 
of  them  ; and  the  plaintiff  consequently  brought  this  action 
against  the  members  of  the  gaol  committeee  who  were  present 
at  the  meeting  of  that  committee  on  the  21st  of  October 
and  sanctioned,  as  he  contended,  the  order  which  Mr.  Tully  ? 
one  of  the  defendants,  gave  as  their  chairman,  which  order 
was  produced  on  the  trial,  and  proved.  It  was  dated  the 
22nd  of  October,  and  was  addressed  to  the  plaintiff  as 
“ commission  merchant.”  It  fully  and  expressly  authorized 
the  supply  of  liquors  for  which  the  plaintiff  claimed,  both  as 
to  quantity  and  price,  and  directed  the  things  to  be  sent  to 
the  St.  Lawrence  Hall  on  the  25th  of  October,  and  the 
account  to  be  sent  to  the  board  of  gaol  inspectors. 

Some  of  the  champagne  and  porter,  which  had  not  been 
consumed,  was  returned,  and  was  credited  in  the  bill  sent 
by  the  plaintiffs. 

The  defendants  Tully,  Willcock  and  Lee,  were  examined 
for  the  plaintiff  at  the  trial,  and  the  assistant  clerk  of  the 
city  council  was  so  called  as  a witness. 

As  regarded  the  defendant  Mr.  Wilson,  on  the  24th  of 
October,  1859,  he  addressed  a note  to  Mr.  Tully,  the  chair- 
man of  the  gaol  committe,  which  was  read  at  the  trial,  and 
in  which  he  said,  “I  will  of  course  attend  the  procession  to- 
morrow, because  the  council  has  sanctioned  it,”  (meaning  the 


THOMAS  V.  WILSON  ET  AL. 


333 


city  council,)  “but  I will  not  be  able  to  attend  at  the  festivities 
in  St.  Lawrence  Hall,  firstly,  because  I must  leave  this  at 
4.55  in  the  afternoon,  for  L ’Original,  &c.,  and  secondly, 
because  I disapprove  of  so  great  and  unsatisfactoryjan  expen- 
diture by  the  committee,  by  no  means  warranted  in  my  opinion 
in  the  present  distressing  times.”  And  it  was  proved  that  on 
the  13th  of  December,  1859,  Mr.  Wilson,  being  then  still 
mayor  of  Toronto,  wrote  thus  to  the  plaintiff:  “Your  ac- 
count for  wines,  &c.,  against  the  person  who  ordered  them 
has  not  been  recommended  to  be  paid  by  the  finance  com- 
mittee, but  has  been  referred  to  the  council.  The  matter 
has  not  been  taken  up  yet  in  council,  and  what  may  be  done 
it  is  hard  to  say.  There  is  a strong  feeling  against  the  pay- 
ment of  this  expenditure,  and  it  may  be  that  resort  must 
be  had  to  the  parties  who  procured  the  articles.” 

According  to  the  account  given  by  the  witnesses  who  were 
examined,  Mr.  Wilson  was  present  at  the  meeting  of  the 
gaol  committee  on  the  21st  of  October,  when  the  arrange- 
ments respecting  the  luncheon  and  the  invitations  to  it  were 
discussed,  and  saw  and  tasted  a sample  of  the  wine  which  it 
was  proposed  to  order  from  the  plaintiff;  but  he  seemed  un- 
willing to  sanction  so  great  an  expense  for  refreshments  as 
he  understood  they  were  likely  to  amount  to,  and  mentioned 
$1600  as  the  sum  he  had  heard  spoken  of.  He  was  told 
that  they  would  not  exceed  $900  or  $1000,  and  then  ap- 
peared to  the  others  to  acquiesce,  saying  that  that  would 
not  be  much,  and  seeming  to  think  that  there  would  be  no 
difficulty  in  council  in  sanctioning  that  amount. 

It  was  sworn  by  Mr.  Tully,  that  when  he  received  Mr. 
Wilson’s  letter  of  the  24th  of  October,  the  orders  for  re- 
freshments, wine,  &c.,  had  been  given,  and  it  was  too  late 
to  countermand  them,  as  the  invitations  had  gone  out,  and 
the  luncheon  must  takeplace. 

The  defendants  called  no  witnesses  on  their  part,  but  took 
a number  of  legal  exceptions  to  the  plaintiff’s  claim,  one  or 
two  of  which  were  specially  urged  by  Mr.  Wilson’s  counsel 
as  reasons  applying  particularly  to  him.  Both  parties  agreed 
that  a verdict  might  be  given  for  the  plaintiff  for  ^£79  18s. 
5d.,  and  that  leave  should  be  reserved  to  the  defendants  to 
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enter  a nonsuit,  the  court  to  be  at  liberty  to  draw  all  such 
inferences  as  a jury  might  do. 

C.  S.  Patterson,  for  the  defendant  Wilson,  obtained  a rule 
nisi  for  a nonsuit  on  the  following  grounds : 

1.  That  there  was  no  proof  on  the  trial,  as  against  him,  of 
the  delivery  of  any  goods  for  which  this  action  was  brought. 

2.  That  there  was  no  delivery  of  any  goods. 

8.  That  the  plaintiff  was  shewn  to  have  sold  the  goods  as 
an  agent,  and  his  principal  was  shewn,  and  it  was  not 
proved  that  he  had  any  personal  interest  in  the  transaction. 

4.  That  the  defendants  were  shewn  to  have  acted  only  as 
a committee  on  behalf  of  the  corporation,  and  were  there- 
fore not  personally  liable. 

5.  That  the  defendants  had  authority  to  contract  on 
behalf  of  the  city. 

6.  That  the  plaintiff  knew  he  was  dealing  with  the  de- 
fendants as  public  officers,  and  gave  credit  to  the  city 
corporation  when  he  sold  the  goods. 

7.  That  the  defendants  Mr.  Wilson  did  not  authorize  the 
defendant  Tully  to  act  in  his  name  in  giving  the  order  for 
the  wine,  &c.,  or  to  pledge  his  credit. 

8.  That  the  defendant  Wilson  by  his  letter,  before  any  of 
the  goods  were  delivered,  expressly  stated  to  Mr.  Tully  that 
he  did  not  authorize  the  purchase  thereof. 

Harman,  for  the  other  three  defendants,  obtained  a rule 
to  shew  cause  why  a nonsuit  should  not  be  granted  on  the 
same  ground  as  the  first  six  taken  by  Mr.  Wilson ; and  on 
the  additional  ground,  that  if  Mr.  Tully  gave  any  order  for 
the  goods  it  was  as  chairman  of  the  committee,  and  that 
there  was  no  evidence  that  he  had  any  intention  to  pledge 
his  individual  credit,  or  had  authority  to  pledge  or  did 
pledge  the  credit  of  the  other  defendants  personally,  or  of 
any  of  them. 

M.  C.  Cameron,  shewed  cause,  and  cited  Braithwaite  v. 
Skofield,  9 B.  & C.  402;  Lake  v.  The  Duke  of  Argyle,  6 
Q.  B.  477. 

Connor , Q.  C.,  and  Harman,  supported  the  rule  obtained 
for  defendants  Tully,  Willcock,  and  Lee,  citing  Chy.  on  Pig. 
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yoI.  i.,  p.  7 ; Add.  on  Con.  646,  647 : Lewis  v.  Nicholson, 
21  L.  J.  Q.  B.  311 ; Evans  v.  Evans,  1 Har.  & Wool.  239; 
Bank  of  Montreal  v.  DeLatre,  5 U.  C.  B.  362;  Foster  v. 
Geddes  14  U.  C.  B.  239  ; City  Bank  v.  Cheney  15  U.  C.  B. 
400 ; The  Queen  v.  Eyton,  3 E.  & B.  390  ; Burnside  v.  Day- 
rell,  3 Ex.  231  ; Brown  v.  Austin,  1 Mass.  208;  Dawes  v. 
Jackson,  9 Mass.  490;  Walker  v.  Swartwout,  12  Johns. 
444 ; Bank  of  Columbia  v.  Patterson’s  administrator,  7 
Cranch  299  ; Owen  v.  Gooch,  2 Esp.  569. 

C.  S.  Patterson,  for  defendant  Wilson,  cited  Jenkins  v. 
Hutchinson,  13  Q.  B.  744;  Lewis  v.  Nicholson,  18  Q.  B. 
503  ; Collen  v.  Wright,  7 E.  & B.  301,  8 E.  & B.  647  ; 
Thompson  v.  Davenport,  2 Sm.  Lea.  Cas.  212. 

Bobinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

The  case  is  before  us  only  upon  the  legal  exceptions 
moved  as  grounds  of  nonsuit.  There  is  no  application  for 
a new  trial. 

Nobody  can  doubt,  we  think,  on  reading  the  evidence, 
that  the  plaintiff  has  a just  claim  to  be  paid  for  his  wine 
and  other  liquors  furnished,  for  he  supplied  them  upon  an 
order  that  was  very  explicit,  and  there  is  no  complaint  that 
he  did  not  comply  exactly  with  it. 

The  question  is,  can  he  look  to  these  defendants  for  pay- 
ment. Whether  the  city  could  have  been  held  upon  the 
evidence  to  be  legally  bound  to  the  plaintiff,  cannot  come 
up  directly  as  a question  in  this  action,  for  the  corporation 
of  Toronto  is  not  sued;  but  it  is  attempted  to  bring  up  that 
question  indirectly  as  a ground  for  holding  these  defendants 
not  liable  by  contending  that  the  corporation  could  be  com- 
pelled to  pay  the  plaintiff,  and  that  it  must  therefore  follow 
as  a consequence  that  there  can  be  no  recovery  against 
these  defendants. 

We  must  consider  first  those  exceptions  which  are  urged 
by  all  the  defendants,  and  afterwards  those  which  more  im- 
mediately relate  to  Mr.  Wilson,  though  from  the  peculiarity 
of  the  law  as  regards  contracts,  either  express  or  implied, 
those  particular  objections  in  their  effect  are  equally  avail- 
able in  favour  of  all,  for  either  the  plaintiff  can  sustain  his 
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demand  against  all  the  defendants,  or  he  can  recover  in 
this  action  against  none. 

As  to  the  first  and  second  objections,  that  the  plaintiff 
gave  no  proof  that  he  had  delivered  any  goods,  that  can 
hardly  be  seriously  urged,  for  we  find  that  a large  quantity 
of  liquors  was  ordered  by  the  defendant  Tully  three  days 
before  the  luncheon  was  given,  and  of  just  such  liquors  as 
are  charged  for,  and  at  the  prices  charged,  and  when  we 
find  the  gaol  committee  acknowledging  the  justice  of  the 
account  as  regards  amount,  in  which  credit  was  given  for 
a small  portion  of  the  liquors  returned,  we  can  have  no 
doubt,  and  the  jury  we  dare  say  had  none,  that  the  rest 
found  their  way  to  the  St.  Lawrence  Hall,  on  the  25th  of 
October,  and  were  consumed  there  at  the  luncheon,  which 
was  arranged,  given  and  superintended  by  the  committee. 

In  saying  this  we  are  leaving  out  of  view  at  present 
whatever  ground  there  may  he  for  drawing  a distinction 
between  Mr.  Wilson  and  the  other  three  defendants,  his 
colleagues  in  the  committee. 

We  do  not  think  that  the  third  objection,  namely,  that 
the  plaintiff  appears  to  have  sold  the  goods  as  agent,  is 
material.  The  chairman  of  the  committee  sent  his  order 
to  the  plaintiff  as  a commission  merchant.  Nobody  else 
that  we  hear  of  is  claiming  payment.  There  was  no  proof 
on  the  trial  that  the  goods  were  the  property  of  any  one 
else,  but  only  a surmise  to  that  ffeefc.  It  is  of  no  conse- 
quence to  the  defendant  where  the  plaintiff  procured  them. 
If  he  sold  them  as  a commission  merchant,  or  was  in  fact 
agent  in  any  way  for  some  third  party  who  owned  the  li- 
quors, that  would  not  prevent  him  from  suing  for  them  in 
his  own  name.  That  is  constantly  done  in  mercantile 
transactions.  The  circumstances  of  a particular  case  may 
disable  a commission  merchant  or  agent  from  suing  in  his 
own  name,  though  as  a general  rule  there  is  no  objection, 
where  the  contract  is  with  him,  and  no  principal  was  dis- 
closed. Here  we  see  nothing  in  the  evidence  that  should 
disable  the  plaintiff  from  suing,  though  he  may  have  been 
agent  for  some  body  in  regard  to  the  sale  of  these  liquors, 
or  some  of  them. 

The  fourth  objection  is  that  the  defendants  were  acting 
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as  a committee  on  behalf  of  the  corporation,  and  are  there- 
fore not  personally  liable.  The  evidence,  we  think,  when 
carefully  considered,  does  not  warrant  us  in  holding  that 
they  were  acting  for  the  corporation  in  ordering  these  quan- 
tities of  champagne  and  porter.  They  were  acting  on  behalf 
of  the  city,  it  appears,  in  inspecting  and  superintending  the 
building  of  the  new  jaol,  but  we  cannot  hold  that  that  gave 
them  any  discretion,  still  less  an  unlimited  discretion,  to 
pledge  the  funds  of  the  city  to  an  expensive  entertainment, 
in  order  to  celebrate  the  laying  the  corner-stone.  If  it  could 
have  been  shewn  that  it  was  within  the  scope  of  the  duties 
and  authority  of  the  city  council  to  expend  the  city  funds  in 
an  entertainment  of  this  description,  to  be  given  upon  such 
an  occasion,  and  next  that  the  council  did  agree  to  do  it, 
and  next  that  the  plaintiff  was  given  to  understand  that  it 
was  to  the  corporation  he  was  to  look  for  his  payment,  and 
not  to  the  committee,  from  whom  he  received  his  order 
through  the  chairman,  then  he  might  be  referred  to  the 
corporation  for  payment ; but  we  think  the  evidence  does  not 
establish  any  of  those  points.  Appearances  are  much  to  the 
contrary,  for  Mr.  Tully  ordered  the  things  as  chairman  of 
the  committee,  and  he  desired  the  plaintiff  in  his  note  to 
send  his  account  to  the  board  of  gaol  inspectors,  which  the 
plaintiff  did,  charging  them  in  the  name  of  Mr.  Tully,  the 
chairman.  The  circumstance  of  the  bill  being  left  in  the 
city  chamberlain’s  office,  if  it  was  left  there,  would  signify 
nothing,  for  the  committee  probably,  like  other  committees 
of  the  council,  held  their  sittings  in  the  city  hall,  or  in  one 
of  the  offices,  and  any  such  papers  intended  for  them  might 
properly  be  left  in  the  office  of  the  chamberlain. 

The  fifth  objection  is  that  the  defendant  had  authority  to 
contract  on  behalf  of  the  city.  We  do  not  think  that  we  can 
say  we  have  evidence  of  this.  It  is  not  to  be  iniL  lied  from 
what  we  know  or  may  suppose  to  have  been  the  duties 
committed  to  them.  Ceremonies  oi  this  description,  to 
commemorate  the  laying  the  foundation  of  public  buildings, 
are  frequent.  Sometimes  an  entertainment  such  as  was 
given  here  forms  a part  of  the  proceedings,  but  very  often  it 
is  otherwise  ; and  whatever  argument  might  be  raised  upon 
*22  u.  o.  q.  b.  *20 


388  queen’s  BENCH,  HILARY  TERM,  24  VIC.,  18  61. 

the  point  whether  the  city  council  could  or  could  not  legally, 
by  by-law,  or  resolution,  or  in  any  way,  apply  the  city  funds 
to  such  a purpose,  there  can  be  no  room  for  maintaining 
that  the  gaol  committee  could  of  their  own  authority,  and 
without  the  direct  sanction  of  the  council,  pledge  the  credit 
of  the  city  for  such  an  expenditure.  We  cannot  imagine 
that  they  believed  at  the  time  that  they  could  do  so.  They 
rather  relied,  we  think,  on  the  presumed  willingness  of  the 
city  council  to  confirm  what  they  were  doing,  and  confiding 
in  that  ventured  to  give  their  order. 

As  to  the  sixth  ground  of  nonsuit,  can  we  truly  say  that 
it  is  clearly  founded  in  fact  ? Can  we  hold  that  the  plaintiff 
gave  credit  to  the  city  corporation  when  he  sent  or  sold  his 
goods?  We  do  not  see  that  proved.  He  may  have  supposed 
if  he  thought  about  it,  that  there  was  a good  understanding 
between  the  city  council  and  the  gaol  committee  on  the  sub- 
ject, and  that  the  money  would  come  out  of  the  city  funds ; 
but  we  have  no  authority  for  saying  that  he  contracted  upon 
that  footing,  and  agreed  to  look  to  the  city,  and  not  to  Mr. 
Tully  or  the  committee.  It  was  sufficient  for  him  to  know 
that  he  had  his  order  from  Mr.  Tully,  which  would  at  any 
rate  bind  him,  and  might  or  might  not  bind  others,  accord- 
ing to  circumstances. 

If  by  objecting  that  he  knew  he  was  dealing  with  public 
officers,  it  is  meant  that  the  rule  would  apply  in  such  a case 
which  was  laid  down  in  McBeath  v.  Haldimand,  (1  T.  R. 
172,)  in  our  opinion  we  cannot  carry  the  principle  to  that 
length.  The  gentlemen  composing  this  committee  were  not 
public  agents  of  the  government.  The  plaintiff  had  not,  for 
any  thing  that  we  see,  reason  to  know  or  to  believe  that  the 
city  would  be  liable  for  any  goods  he  might  furnish.  If 
he  considered  their  charter  he  might  doubt  whether  they 
could  make  themselves  liable,  and  if  he  were  satisfied  they 
could,  he  would  still  have  been  bound  to  enquire  whether 
they  had  done  so. 

We  do  not  think  that  the  defendants  can  rely  in  this  case 
upon  any  implied  assumpsit,  because  the  members  of  the 
corporation  partook  of  the  luncheon  in  St.  Lawrence  Hall. 
They  did  so  in  common  with  others,  and  if  we  should  look 
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upon  the  rest  of  the  company  as  the  guests  of  the  city,  and 
that  every  thing  that  was  furnished  at  the  luncheon  must 
in  that  sense  be  looked  upon  as  accepted  and  enjoyed  by 
the  city,  there  would  still  remain  the  question  whether 
what  was  so  accepted  and  enjoyed  was  something  done 
within  the  proper  scope  of  the  charter,  so  that  an  under- 
taking to  pay  for  it  would  be  implied  against  the  city,  as  it 
would  for  the  materials  that  have  been  used  in  building  the 
gaol.  We  are  not  prepared  to  accede  to  the  doctrine  that 
there  would  be  any  such  undertaking  implied. 

The  seventh  and  eighth  points  raised  concern  Mr.  Wilson 
alone  directly ; but,  as  we  have  already  said,  they  would  be 
equally  grounds  of  nonsuit  in  favour  of  all  the  defendants,, 
as  this  kind  of  action  must  succeed  against  all  or  none. 

There  is  more  difficulty,  we  think,  in  disposing  of  these 
objections  than  of  the  others.  The  evidence  does,  however, 
we  think,  support  the  conclusion  that  on  the  21st  of  Octo- 
ber, Mr.  Wilson,  being  present  at  the  meeting  of  the  com- 
mittee as  a member  of  it,  heard  and  knew  that  it  was  pro- 
posed to  order  the  luncheon,  including  the  wine,  which 
those  who  took  the  trouble  of  the  arrangement  should  think 
must  form  a part  of  it.  According  to  the  evidence,  Mr. 
Wilson  came  to  the  meeting  in  a state  of  doubt  and  hesita- 
tion about  incurring  such  an  expenditure  as  he  understood 
would  be  called  for  if  the  committee  carried  through  the 
intention  which  it  seems  had  been  talked  of.  He  thought 
there  would  be  difficulty  in  the  committee  getting  the  coun- 
cil to  go  with  them  if  the  amount  was  to  be  so  large  as  he 
had  heard,  but  when  told  that  it  would  fall  short  of  that, 
and  would  not  be  more  than  $1,000,  then,  according  to  the 
evidence,  he  gave  up  his  objection,  and  acquiesced  in  what 
the  others  agreed  to.  Taking  that  to  be  so,  and  so  far  as 
we  have  gone  at  present  we  have  no  evidence  to  the  con- 
trary, he  cannot  say,  any  more  than  his  colleagues,  that  the 
plaintiff  should  go  unpaid  because  the  corporation  of  the  city 
refused  afterwards  to  pass  any  by-law  or  resolution,  or  to  do 
any  thing  that  can  give  the  plaintiff  a legal  claim  upon  them. 

But  there  is  still  the  fact  that  on  the  24th  of  October  Mr. 
Wilson  wrote  to  Mr.  Tully  that  he  would  not  attend  at  the 
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festivities,  giving  as  a reason  that  he  disapproved  of  so  great 
and  unsatisfactory  an  expenditure  by  the  committee. 
Should  that  exempt  him  from  liability  with  the  others  ? 
We  think  hardly,  though  we  have  had  doubts  upon  that 
point.  It  amounted  to  nothing  more  than  this,  that  he 
would  not  countenance  the  festivity  because  he,  disap- 
proved of  it  on  account  of  the  expense,  in  which  he  would 
find,  we  think,  many  to  be  of  his  opinion;  but  the  objec- 
tion went  to  the  whole  preparation  that  had  been  made, 
not  to  the  wine  only.  It  was  too  late  probably  to  counter- 
mand much  of  what  had  been  ordered,  and  the  letter  hardly 
amounted  to  the  expression  of  a determination  or  wish  to 
do  so,  but  rather  perhaps  to  a declaration  that  he  had  been 
dragged  unwillingly,  as  most  men  occasionally  are,  (some- 
times when  they  are  out-voted,  and  sometimes  when  they 
are  not,)  into  a measure  which  lie  did  not  heartily  come 
into,  and  would  therefore  not  enjoy  being  present  at  the 
luncheon,  but  would  rather  be  out  of  the  way.  It  does  not 
amount  to  a denial  of  any  responsibility  in  common  with 
the  others  for  any  thing  that  had  already  been  resolved  on 
at  the  meeting  of  the  21st.  We  dare  say  none  of  the  de- 
fendants imagined  that  they  would  be  left  to  pay  for  what 
had  been  ordered,  but  all  hoped  and  believed  that  the  city 
council  would  vote  the  money.  It  is  besides  to  be  con- 
sidered, that  for  all  that  appears  the  plaintiff  was  left  to 
suppose,  as  well  after  this  letter  of  the  24th  was  written  to 
Mr.  Tully  as  before,  that  he  was  to  furnish  the  wfine  or- 
dered by  the  committee,  and  to  charge  the  committee  with 
the  amount. 


Rule  discharged. 
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Burwell  v.  The  President,  Directors,  and  Company  of 
Port  Burwell  Harbour. 

Harbour  company — Injury  to  land — Liability . 

The  plaintiff  owned  land  upon  a creek  running  into  Lake  Erie,  at  the 
mouth  of  which  defendants,  incorporated  by  12  Vic.,  ch.  160,  con- 
structed their  harbour.  A straight  cut  had  been  previously  made  by 
another  company,  of  which  the  plaintiff  had  been  secretary,  from  the 
creek,  at  or  a little  below  his  land,  to  the  lake.  While  defendants 
were  making  their  harbour,  the  plaintiff  requested  them  to  deepen 
this  cut,  which  they  did,  and  at  his  request  placed  on  his  land  the 
earth  which  they  dredged  up.  Before  the  defendants  began  their 
work,  the  plaintiff  had  piled  along  the  front  of  his  lot  on  the  stream, 
but  they  did  not  pile  along  the  land  lower  down,  and  the  water  being 
driven  up  from  the  lake  by  high  winds,  spread  over  this  land  and  ran 
from  thence  on  to  the  plaintiff’s  land,  getting  behind  the  piles  which 
he  had  placed. 

Held,  that  defendants  were  not  liable  for  the  injury  thus  caused. 

The  declaration  stated  that  the  plaintiff  before  and  at 
the  time  of  committing  the  grievances  complained  of,  was 
owner  in  fee  of  certain  lands  in  the  village  of  Port  Burwell, 
(describing  them),  upon  which,  and  along  and  upon  Otter 
creek,  there  had  been  constructed  by  the  plaintiff  certain 
piers,  wharves  and  buildings,  of  great  value  : viz.,  &c.,  yet 
that  the  defendants,  well  knowing  the  premises,  heretofore, 
and  within  six  years  next  before  the  commencement  of  this 
suit,  negligently  constructed  and  caused  to  be  constructed 
their  harbour  and  works  on  Otter  creek,  and  negligently 
and  wrongfully  left  unprotected  the  banks  of  the  said  creek 
immediately  above  the  said  works  from  the  action  of  the 
waves  and  waters  from  lake  Erie,  so  that  the  waters  and 
waves  from  lake  Erie  washed  upon  and  against  the  wharves, 
piling,  and  lands  of  the  plaintiff  immediately  above  the 
works  of  the  defendants,  and  carried  away  and  destroyed 
the  same. 

The  defendants  pleaded  not  guilty,  by  statute  12  Vie. 
ch.  160. 

At  the  trial,  at  London,  before  Draper , C.  J.,  it  appeared 
that  the  plaintiff  before  the  defendants  began  their  improve- 
ments at  Port  Burwell,  for  constructing  a harbour  at  the 
mouth  of  the  creek,  under  powers  given  to  them  by  statute 
12  Vie.,  ch.  160,  owned  three  village  lots,  which  came  down 
to  the  natural  bank  of  the  stream,  at  or  a little  above  the 
point  at  which  a straight  cut  made  from  the  natural  bed  of 
the  creek  to  the  shore  of  lake  Erie  left  the  stream.  His 
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complaint  was  that  in  consequence  of  the  defendantshaving 
deepened  the  straight  cut  spoken  of,  which  had  been  made 
before  their  time  by  a former  company  or  association  of 
persons,  of  which  the  plaintiff  was  secretary,  and  in  conse- 
quence of  the  defendants  not  having  sheet  piled  a lot  or  lots 
owned  by  private  proprietors,  Scott  and  Wilkes,  which  laid 
south  of  the  plaintiff’s  lots,  (that  is,  lower  down  the  stream,) 
the  water  of  the  lake,  which  by  high  winds  was  sometimes 
driven  up  past  these  lots,  had  washed  away  the  soil  thereof, 
and  had  thus  reached  the  lots  of  the  plaintiff  and  done  him 
injury. 

The  evidence  shewed  that  after  the  defendants  were  incor- 
porated, and  while  they  were  making  their  harbour,  follow- 
ing up  and  making  more  convenient  and  capacious  the 
straight  channel  up  the  creek,  which  had  before  been  made 
by  the  old  company  to  which  the  plaintiff  belonged,  the 
plaintiff  requested  the  defendants  to  dredge  out  the  channel 
up  to  his  lots,  so  as  to  make  it  deeper  : that  they  did  this, 
and  turned  out  at  his  request  the  earth  which  they  got  up 
by  dredging  upon  his  lots,  which  before  were  low  and  swampy. 
It  was  proved  that  before  any  thing  had  been  done  by  the 
defendants,  the  plaintiff  had  himself  had  the  front  of  his 
lots  sheet  piled ; that  the  defendants  had  not  sheet  piled 
along  the  front  of  Scott  and  Wilkes’  lots,  which  intervened 
between  his  lots  and  the  land  of  the  defendants  lower  down 
in  the  channel ; and  that  the  water  driven  up  the  creek  by 
high  winds  from  the  lake,  had  spread  itself  over  the  front 
of  these  lots,  which  were  low  and  swampy,  and  had  thus 
got  behind  the  piles  which  the  plaintiff  had  placed  along 
the  front  of  his  lot,  and  by  washing  away  some  of  the  soil 
had  produced  such  injury  as  he  complained  of,  though  it 
seemed  from  some  of  the  evidence  not  to  the  extent  stated 
on  his  part. 

The  evidence  given  presented  several  questions  which  the 
learned  Chief  Justice  found  it  necessary  to  submit  to  the 
jury,  with  the  view  of  ascertaining  their  opinion  as  to  the 
cause  of  any  damage  which  the  plaintiff’s  lot  might  appear 
to  them  to  have  sustained. 

The  jury  accordingly  considered  that  question,  and  they 
specially  found  that  the  plaintiff  had  sustained  damages  to 
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the  extent  of  $300,  in  consequence  of  the  neglect  of  the  de- 
fendants in  not  extending  their  works  a sufficient  distance  ; 
that  is,  in  not  sheet  piling  along  the  front  of  the  lots  owned 
by  Scott  and  Wilkes. 

It  was  agreed  at  the  trial  that  the  defendants  should  have 
leave  reserved  to  them  to  move  to  have  a verdict  entered  in 
their  favour,  or  a nonsuit,  if  the  court  should  be  of  opinion 
that  the  defendants  were  not  liable  to  an  action  for  an 
injury  so  occasioned. 

Eccles , Q.  C.,  obtained  a rule  nisi  accordingly.  He  cited 
Abraham  v.  The  Great  Northern  R.  W.  Co.,  5 Eng.  L.  & E. 
Rep.  258. 

J.  Wilson , Q.  C.,  shewed  cause,  and  cited  Thompson  v. 
Gibson,  7 M.  & W.  456 ; Allen  v.  Hayward,  7 Q.  B.  960 ; 
Lawrence  v.  The  Great  Northern  R.  W.  Co.,  16  Q.  B.  643 ; 
Young  v.  The  Grand  River  Navigation  Co.,  12  U.  C.  R.  75. 

Robinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

The  evidence  given  on  the  trial  shewed  that  it  was  not  the 
defendants  who  made  the  straight  channel  leading  down  from 
the  plaintiff’s  land  to  the  lake,  as  a substitute  for  the  natural 
stream,  which  found  its  way  to  the  lake  by  a circuitous  course. 
That  new  channel  had  been  made  before  by  an  association  of 
persons  not  incorporated,  of  which  association  the  plaintiff 
had  been  secretary.  The  plaintiff  at  that  time,  in  order  to 
secure  the  front  of  his  lots  from  the  encroachments  of  the 
water  that  might  thus  wash  up  from  the  lake,  and  to  make 
his  land  firm  and  fit  for  shipping  purposes,  so  that  he  could 
take  advantage  of  the  improvement  which  would  admit  ves- 
sels up  to  his  premises,  drove  piles  in  front  of  his  land ; and 
these  remained,  and  his  lot  was  in  that  state  when  the  defen- 
dants, a public  company,  were  incorporated  for  the  purpose, 
as  we  must  suppose,  of  making  a more  convenient  and  secure 
harbour.  The  plaintiff  then,  it  appears, when  the  defendants 
were  going  on  with  their  work  requested  them  to  dredge  this 
channel  deeper,  which  led  up  to  his  land,  and  they  did  so, 
and  as  he  desired  laid  back  upon  his  land  the  soil  which  they 
got  up  by  dredging.  He  could  not  complain  of  that  as  cul- 
pable negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  which  was  an 
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act  done  at  his  request ; and,  besides,  the  plaintiff  does  not 
in  his  declaration  attribute  what  happened  to  the  fact  that 
the  defendants  had  made  deeper  than  it  was  before  the 
channel  leading  from  his  land  direct  to  the  lake,  which  had 
before  been  made  by  others  ; neither  does  the  evidence  shew 
that  the  mischief  arose  in  fact  from  that  cause,  nor  did  the 
jury  find  that  it  did.  The  wash  from  the  lake  would  be 
gradual  in  its  effects,  and  it  may  first  have  become  injurious 
to  the  plaintiff  in  the  time  of  the  defendants  ; but  that  would 
not  make  them  liable,  nor  would  they  be  liable,  if  a more 
boisterous  season  than  usual,  or  higher  water  than  usual, 
from  other  natural  causes,  happened  in  their  time,  and  occa- 
sioned more  mischief  than  had  occurred  before,  when  the 
waves  from  the  lake  could  flow,  and  did  flow  up  to  the  plain- 
tiff’s land,  through  a cut  which  had  been  made  by  the  other 
company. 

It  seems  to  us  that  for  these  reasons  the  plaintiff  bad  no 
claim  to  damages,  and  that  it  is  unnecessary  to  go  into  other 
questions  that  have  been  raised  upon  the  powers  given  to  the 
defendants  under  their  charter. 

We  think  a nonsuit  should  be  entered. 

Eule  absolute. 


Begina  v.  Judy  McEvoy. 

Indie  tment — Quarter  sessions — J urisdic  tion — Capita  l offence . 

At  the  quarter  sessions  the  prisoner  was  found  guilty  on  an  indictment 
chargingthatshe,on,  &c.,in  and  upon  one  B.,in  the  peace  of  God  and  of 
our  lady  the  Queen  then  being, unlawfully  did  make  an  assault,  and  him, 
the  said  B.,  did  beat  and  ill-treat,  with  intent  him,  the  said  B.,  feloni- 
ously, wilfully,  and  of  her  malice  aforethought,  to  kill  and  murder, and 
other  wrongs  to  the  said  B.  that  did, to  the  great  damage  of  the  said  B., 
against  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  and 
against  the  peace,  &c.  A count  was  added  for  common  assault. 

The  evidence  shewed  an  attempt  to  murder,  but  it  was  moved  in  arrest  of 
judgment  that  the  court  had  not  jurisdiction,  for  that  it  was  a capital 
crime,  under  Consol.  Stats.  C.,  cli.  91,  sec.  5. 

Held,  that  the  indictment  did  not  charge  a capital  offence  under  that 
section,  nor  an  offence  against  any  statute,  but  that  the  conviction 
might  be  sustained  as  for  an  assault  at  common  law. 

This  was  a case  reserved  from  the  quarter  sessions  of  the 

county  of  Hastings. 

At  the  general  quarter  sessions  held  in  December  last,  the 
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defendant  was  tried  and  found  guilty  upon  an  indictment 
which  charged  that  the  defendant,  “on the 27th of  November, 
1860,  in  and  upon  one  Alexander  Buchan,  in  the  peace  of 
God  and  of  our  lady  the  Queen  then  being,  unlawfully  did 
make  an  assault,  and  him,  the  said  Alexander  Buchan,  did 
beat  and  ill-treat,  with  intent  him,  the  said  Alexander 
Buchan,  felionously,  wilfully,  and  of  her  malice  aforethought 
to  kill  and  murder,  and  other  wrongs  to  the  said  Alexander 
Buchan  then  did,  to  the  great  damage  of  the  said  Alexander 
Buchan,  against  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made 
and  provided,  and  against  the  peace  of  our  lady  the  Queen, 
her  Crown  and  dignity.” 

With  a count  added  for  a common  assault. 

It  was  moved  in  arrest  of  judgment  that  the  quarter  ses- 
sions had  not  jurisdiction  to  try  the  offence,  for  that  it  was 
a capital  crime  by  ch.  91,  Consol.  Stats.  C.,  sec.,  5. 

It  was  said,  on  the  other  hand,  that  the  prisoner  was  not 
indictc  d under  that  statute.  The  point  was  reserved  for  the 
consideration  of  this  court. 

The  evidence  was  distinct  and  positive,  and  was  such  as 
must  have  satisfied  the  jury  that  the  prisoner,  with  some 
kind  of  weapon,  and  probably  a wooden  beetle,  which  was 
afterwards  found  with  blood  upon  it,  had  at  night  attempt- 
ed to  murder  the  prosecutor,  a clergyman  between  50  and 
60  years  of  age,  as  he  lay  asleep  in  bed.  He  received  sev- 
eral blows  in  the  head,  which  cut  the  skin,  and  occasioned 
the  blood  to  flow  freely. 

R.  A.  Harrison,  for  the  Crown,  cited  Consol.  Stats.  U. 
C.,  ch.  17,  secs.  1,  2 ; 18  Ed.  III.,  ch.  2 ; 34  Ed.  III.,  ch.  1 ; 
5 & 6 W.  IV.,  ch.  76,  sec.  107  ; The  King  v.  Higgins,  2 
East  6;  Begina  v.  Dunlop,  15  U.  C.  R.  118;  Com.  Dig., 
“Justices  of  Peace,”  B.  3;  Dickenson’s  J.  P.,4th  Ed.,  p.  181. 

Sisson , contra. 

Robinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

We  cannot  satisfy  ourselves  under  what  statute  the  pris- 
oner was  intended  to  be  indicted,  for  although  the  indictment 
does  charge  an  assault  with  intent  to  murder,  yet  it  does 
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not  contain  a statement  of  such  an  assault  or  other  offence 
as  brings  the  case  within  either  the  5th  or  6th  clauses  of 
the  statute,  Consol.  Stats.  C.,  ch.  91. 

The  evidence  was  such  as  might  well  have  supported  an 
indictment  under  the  5th  clause,  for  wounding  the  prosecutor 
with  intent  to  murder  him,  or,  according  to  some  authorities, 
for  “ cutting  ” with  intent  to  murder,  though  on  the  latter 
point  there  is  probably  room  for  doubt,  but  this  indictment 
is  not  so  framed  as  to  bring  the  case  under  the  5th  clause 
in  any  way.  Neither  does  the  indictment  contain  a charge 
of  an  aggravated  assult  under  the  8th  section  of  the  same 
act.  We  do  not  suppose  the  indictment  was  framed  with 
any  view  to  that  clause,  for  then  the  offence  would  not  have 
been  charged,  as  it  is,  to  have  been  committed  feloniously, 
or  with  intent  to  murder. 

The  indictment  certainly  does  not  charge  a capital  crime, 
though  the  facts  proved  would  have  warranted  such  a charge 
under  the  5th  clause  of  ch.  91,  nor  does  it  properly  state  a 
crime  under  any  statute. 

We  should  either,  we  think,  arrest  the  judgment  under  our 
statute,  Consol.  Stats.  U.  C.,  ch.  112,  sec.  8,  or  direct  judg- 
ment to  be  given  as  for  a misdemeanour  at  common  law- 

The  question  as  to  whether  the  quarter  sessions  had  juris- 
diction would  have  come  up  if  the  offence  had  been  one 
within  the  5th  clause  of  ch.  91,  but  as  it  is  that  question  is 
not  presented. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  indictment  does  not  sufficiently 
charge  a felonious  assault  with  intent  to  murder,  under  the 
5th  section  of  the  statute,  ch.  91,  nor  any  offence  against 
that  or  any  other  statute,  but  does  charge  in  each  count 
what  maybe  treated  as  an  offence  at  common  law,  rejecting 
from  the  first  count  the  words,  “ contrary  to  the  statute,” 
as  surplusage,  and  any  other  words  which  are  insufficient 
to  sustain  a prosecution  for  felony  under  any  statute. 

We  have  hesitated  between  the  course  of  reversing  or  an- 
nulling the  conviction,  and  sustaining  the  conviction  as  for 
an  assault  and  battery  at  common  law,  but  adopt  the  latter 
course,  first,  because  the  statute  ch.  112,  Consol.  Stats.  U. 
C.,  sec.  4,  directs  that  where  the  judgment  shall  be  arrested 
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upon  a reference  from  the  quarter  sessions  to  a superior 
court  the  prisoner  shall  be  discharged  from  custody,  which 
in  this  case  would  be  improper ; and  secondly,  because  we 
doubt  whether  we  could  properly  arrest  the  judgment  where 
the  indictment,  though  framed  imperfectly  as  for  an  offence 
against  a statute,  does  contain  a sufficient  charge  of  an 
offence  at  common  law. 

We  therefore  shall  certify  to  the  quarter  sessions  that 
the  prisoner  has  been  legally  convicted  of  a common  assault 
and  battery,  and  should  be  punished  accordingly. 


VanBrocklin  v.  The  Corporation  of  the  town  of  Brant- 
ford. 

Lease — Covenant  to  renew — Breach — Measure  of  damages. 

Defendants  leased  certain  land  to  one  W.  for  eight  years,  on  which  the 
lessee  covenanted  to  erect  a good  house  during  the  first  year,  and  the 
plaintiffs  covenanted  to  grant  a renewal  lease  for  ten  years  at  the  ex- 
piration of  the  term,  at  a rent  to  be  fixed  by  arbitration  The  defend- 
ants were  unable  to  renew,  owing  to  a decree  of  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery, declaring  that  they  had  no  power  to  grant  the  lease.  The  build- 
ings, which  were  of  wood,  were  removed,  and  sold  under  execution 
against  the  plaintiff,  who  had  purchased  the  term  two  years  before  it 
expired  for  13000. 

In  an  action  against  defendants  on  their  covenant  to  renew : 

Held , that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  the  value  of  the  occupa- 
tion of  the  premises,  with  the  buildings,  above  the  probable  ground 
rent,  for  the  term  which  he  had  lost ; and  that  $2500,  the  amount  of 
the  verdict,  found,  was  not  excessive. 

McLean , J.,  dissenting,  and  holding  that  he  could  recover  only  nominal 
damages,  on  the  grounds.  1.  That  for  the  renewal  term  he  would  be 
liable  to  pay  rent  upon  the  buildings  as  well  as  the  land,  and  2 That 
in  the  absence  of  fraud  he  could  not  recover  for  the  loss  of  his  bargain, 

This  was  an  action  for  breach  of  a covenant  to  renew  a 
lease  for  a term  of  ten  years.  By  the  lease,  a term  of  eight 
years  from  the  28rd  of  February,  1851,  was  granted  by  the 
defendants  to  one  Wade,  at  a rent  of  18  a year. 

The  lessee  covenanted  to  erect  upon  the  premises  within 
the  first  year  of  the  term,  at  his  own  cost  and  charges,  a 
good  substantial  messuage  or  tenement,  not  less  than  34 
feet  long  by  24  feet  wideband  two  stories  high,  and  to  keep 
it  in  a proper  state  of  repair  during  the  term.  And  the 
defendants  covenanted  with  the  lessee,  his  executors,  &c., 
that  they  would,  if  thereto  requested  in  writing  by  him,  his 
executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  six  months  before  the 
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expiration  of  the  term,  grant  a further  lease  of  the  pre- 
mises to  him,  his  executors,  administrators  and  assigns, 
for  the  term  of  ten  years,  to  commence  at  the  end  of  the 
former  term,  at  such  yearly  rent  as  should  be  fixed  by  two 
arbitrators,  one  to  be  chosen  by  each  party,  &c.;  such  re- 
newal lease  to  contain  like  covenants  to  those  in  the  first 
lease,  except  the  covenant  to  renew. 

The  declaration  set  out  several  successive  assignments 
of  the  original  term,  through  which  the  term  became  vested 
on  the  18th  of  January,  1857,  in  this  plaintiff,  who  pur- 
chased the  same  from  one  Robert  Mellish  for  £750,  and 
entered  into  possession  : that  Wade  and  his  assigns  paid  to 
the  defendants  the  rent  reserved,  and  within  the  first  year 
of  the  term  built  a substantial  house  upon  the  premises, 
according  to  the  covenant  in  the  lease,  and  kept  it  in  good 
repair:  that  confiding  in  the  defendants’  covenant  to  grant 
a further  term,  the  lessee,  Wade,  invested  large  sums  of 
money  upon  the  premises,  to  enable  him  or  his  assigns  to 
rent  or  sub-let  the  same  for  a larger  sum  of  money  than 
they  were  bound  to  pay  to  the  defendants  for  their  rent, 
and  built  thereon  divers  other  buildings  and  erections  ; and 
that,  although  Wade  and  his  assigns  had  performed  all 
covenants  on  their  part,  and  although  the  plaintiff,  as  as- 
signee of  the  term,  did,  six  months  before  the  end  of  the 
term  of  eight  years,  request  the  defendants  in  writing  to 
renew  for  a further  term  of  ten  years,  according  to  their  cov- 
enant, yet  the  defendants  had  not  granted  to  the  plaintiff 
such  further  term,  but  refused  to  grant  the  same,  contrary 
to  their  covenant ; whereby  the  plaintiff  had  been  deprived 
of  the  rents  and  profits  which  would  during  the  further 
term  of  ten  years  have  accrued  to  him,  and  would  be  de- 
prived of  the  large  sum  of  money  invested  by  him  in  the 
purchase  of  the  said  leasehold  premises,  &c.;  and  that  the 
said  buildings  so  erected  were  of  little  or  no  use  to  the 
plaintiff. 

At  the  trial,  at  Brantford,  before  Hagarty,  J.,  it  was 
proved  that  the  plaintiff  had  given  in  land  the  value  of  $3000 
for  the  unexpired  term,  which  he  purchased  in  January, 
1857,  so  that,  as  the  lease  had  then  but  about  two  years  to 
run,  it  seemed  that  the  plaintiff  must  have  had  chiefly  in 
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view  the  value  of  the  second  terms  that  had  been  stipulat- 
ed for  in  the  lease.  It  was  proved  that  the  plaintiff  was 
receiving  from  sub-tenants  about  £160  a year.  The  build- 
ings that  had  been  put  up  were  of  wood,  and  the  defend- 
ants allowed  the  plaintiff  to  remove  them  from  the  land 
demised,  and  they  were  so  removed  by  him,  or  rather  were 
sold  for  his  benefit  under  an  execution,  and  were  removed 
by  the  sheriff’s  vendee.  What  had  been  bid  for  them  did 
not  appear. 

The  learned  judge  told  the  jury  that  he  did  not  consider 
the  case  to  be  one  in  which  nominal  damages  only  could 
be  claimed;  that  on  the  other  hand,  as  the  lease  made  no 
special  provision,  but  in  fixing  the  rent  for  a renewal  lease 
of  ten  years,  if  one  had  been  granted,  the  arbitrators  were 
to  confine  themselves  to  the  question  of  a fair  ground  rent, 
not  taking  into  account  the  value  of  the  buildings  which 
the  tenant  might  have  put  upon  the  premises,  he  thought 
the  jury  might  properly  take  into  consideration  that  if 
the  term  had  been  renewed  the  tenant  would  have  had  an 
increased  rent  to  pay  in  proportion  to  the  enhanced  value 
of  the  premises : that  looking  at  the  case  in  that  light,  they 
had  to  consider  what  damage  the  plaintiff  could  be  fairly 
said  to  have  sustained  from  being  disappointed  in  not  ob- 
taining a renewal,  not,  as  it  appeared,  from  any  wilful 
neglect  or  refusal  of  the  defendants,  but  because  they  had 
ventured  to  enter  into  a covenant  which  they  afterwards 
found  themselves  unable  to  perform,  (a) 

The  plaintiff’s  counsel  contended  that  the  renewal  must 
have  been  intended  between  the  parties  to  be  granted  at  a 
rent  which  the  arbitrators  should  think  fair  for  the  ground 
alone,  and  which  would  have  left  to  the  tenant  all  profit  to 
be  made  by  occupying  or  leasing  the  buildings. 

Finally  it  was  left  to  the  jury  to  value  the  place  as  it 
would  naturally  have  been  valued  under  the  lease,  not  neces- 
sarily or  at  all  events  at  an  increased  rent,  or  at  least  with- 
out any  direction  that  they  were  to  take  it  for  granted  that 

(a)  The  judgment  in  Wade  v.  The  Corporation  of  Brantford,  19  U.  C.  Hi 
207,  on  demurrer,  explains  the  reason  which  prevented  the  defendants 
from  performing  their  covenant  to  renew,  and  the  view  which  was  taken 
of  their  liability  to  damages  in  consequence.  "~t 


350  queen’s  bench,  Hilary  term,  24  tic.,  1861. 

the  renewed  rent  would  have  been  fixed  upon  a computation 
of  the  improvements  by  buildings.  The  jury  gave  $2500. 

Crombie  obtained  a rule  nisi  for  a new  trial,  on  the  ground 
of  misdirection,  or  rather  of  the  want  of  any  precise  direc- 
tion in  regard  to  the  computation  of  damages ; and  because 
the  jury  were  told  that  they  should  give  damages  to  the 
plaintiff  in  respect  of  the  buildings  upon  the  premises  de- 
mised; and  also  because  the  damages  were  excessive. 

M.  (7.  Cameron , shewed  cause. 

Freeman , Q.  C.,  and  Hardy , supported  the  rule,  citing 
Worthington  v.  Warrington,  8 C.  B.  134;  Pounsett  v.  Fuller, 
17  C.  B.  660  ; Williams  v.  Burrell,  1 C.  B.  402  ; Flureau  v. 
Thornhill,  2 W.  Bl.  1078 ; Yallier  v.  Walsh,  6 C.  P.  459  ; 
Sedgwick  on  Damages,  2d  Ed.  184  ; 3rd  Ed.  189-90 ; Sug. 
Y.  & P.,  11th  Ed.,  p.  424. 

Bobinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

We  think  we  must  consider,  that  if  the  defendants  had 
found  themselves  in  a situation  to  grant  a renewal  lease,  as 
they  had  undertaken  to  do,  the  rent  to  be  fixed  by  arbitration 
for  the  ten  years  to  come  ivoidd  (by  which  I mean  that  it 
should)  have  been  rent  estimated  upon  the  ground  rent  that 
could  be  justly  charged  during  that  period,  not  taking  into 
account  the  buildings.  I take  that  to  be  the  usual  course  in 
all  such  cases,  when  there  is  nothing  in  the  terms  of  the 
original  lease  more  special  than  there  was  in  this.  To  take 
the  value  of  the  building  into  consideration  in  fixing  the 
renewal  rent  would  be  making  the  tenant  pay  interest  at 
once  upon  an  expenditure  made  by  himself. 

Then,  if  I am  right  in  this  view,  what  the  plaintiff  lost  by 
not  obtaining  his  new  lease  was  the  value  of  that  lease  to 
him : that  is,  the  value  of  the  occupation  of  the  premises, 
with  the  buildings  as  they  stood,  above  the  probable  ground 
rent.  The  building  he  was  to  lose  at  any  rate,  for  they 
were  to  be  left  upon  the  land,  and  as  he  was  allowed  after- 
wards to  remove  them,  it  would  have  been  fair  to  make  some 
deduction  from  the  damages  he  should  recover,  on  account 
of  hi.3  having  been  allowed  to  take  away  the  buildings. 
Whether  the  verdict  should  be  looked  upon  as  excessive, 
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supposing  the  damages  were  estimated  on  the  principle  I 
have  stated,  I cannot  say.  I can  only  say  that  it  does  not 
seem  to  me  to  be  necessarily  and  obviously  so. 

It  has  been  urged  that  the  learned  judge  should  have 
given  some  more  specific  directions  to  guide  the  jury  in  re- 
gard to  the  value  of  the  lease,  but  I do  not  think  there  is 
any  just  ground  of  complaint  on  that  head. 

Supposing  the  jury  to  be  men  of  ordinary  intelligence,  I 
think  it  was  right  and  sufficient  to  ask  them  to  give  whatever 
they  thought  would  have  been  the  value  to  the  plaintiff  of 
the  new  lease,  looking  at  the  terms  of  the  first  lease,  and  at 
the  evidence.  They  would  in  general*be  better  judges  of 
that  than  the  judge  himself  would. — (See  Ford  v.  Tiley, 
6 B.  & C.  329.) 

I do  not  think  that  this  case  comes  under  the  principle  by 
which  damages  were  estimated  when  there  has  been  a breach 
of  covenant  for  title.  Such  cases  form  an  exception  to  the 
general  rule,  which  is  that  where  a party  contracts  to  do 
something  which  it  afterwards  turns  out  he  cannot  or  will 
not  perform,  the  person  with  whom  he  has  contracted  is  en- 
titled to  such  damages  as  would  place  him  in  as  good  a situa- 
tion as  if  the  agreement  had  been  fulfilled.  This  principle, 
however,  is  not  to  be  carried  so  far  as  to  include  claims  for 
damages  arising  from  remote  causes,  which  cannot  fairly  be 
supposed  to  have  been  in  contemplation  of  the  parties. 

I think  the  rule  should  be  discharged. 

McLean,  J. — It  is  not  alleged  in  this  case  that  there  was 
any  fraud  or  want  of  good  faith  on  the  part  of  the  defendants 
in  making  the  lease,  under  which  the  plaintiff  as  assignee 
seeks  to  recover  damages.  It  is  in  fact  admitted  that  the 
title  to  the  market  square  in  the  town  of  Brantford,  of  which 
the  lot  leased  to  Henry  Wade  was  a part,  was  vested  in  the 
defendants,  and  that  the  lease  was  made  by  the  defendants 
under  the  belief  of  all  parties  that  the  defendants,  as  the 
corporation  of  Brantford,  had  the  right,  on  behalf  of  the  in- 
habitants of  the  town,  and  for  their  benefit,  to  give  leases  of 
such  portions  of  the  market  reserve  as  were  not  immediately 
required  for  public  purposes.  The  municipality  for  the  time 
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through  the  mayor,  and  under  the  corporate  seal,  executed 
the  lease  to  Henry  Wade,  on  certain  terms  stated  in  the 
lease,  one  of  which  was  that  a house  not  less  than  two  stories 
in  height,  and  thirty  feet  long,  and  twenty-four  feet  wide, 
should  be  erected  on  the  lot  within  a year  from  the  date  of 
the  lease,  and  that  after  its  completion  it  should  be  kept  in 
good  and  tenantable  repair  during  the  term  by  the  lessee  ; 
the  defendants  at  the  same  time  covenanting  on  their  part  to 
grant  a renewal  of  the  lease  at  the  expiration  of  the  first 
term,  for  a further  period  of  ten  years,  at  such  rent  as  should 
he  established  by  arbitration,  and  with  the  same  covenants 
as  the  former  lease,  except  as  to  the  further  renewal. 

Whether  the  defendants  contemplated  that  at  the  expira- 
tion of  the  first  lease  they  would  be  entitled  to  claim  rent  on 
the  buildings  erected  on  their  land,  and  forming  part  of  their 
freehold,  for  the  further  term  agreed  to  be  granted,  is  not 
very  apparent,  but  the  effect  of  the  buildings  being  erected 
on  their  property,  without  any  stipulation  on  the  part  of  the 
tenants  that  for  the  further  term  they  should  only  be  sub- 
ject to  a ground  rent  to  be  ascertained  by  arbitration,  would 
be  to  leave  the  buildings  at  the  expiration  of  the  term  the 
absolute  property  of  the  corporation,  and  subject  to  their 
control  to  the  same  extent  as  the  land  on  which  they  were 
built.  That  was  the  view  urged  by  defendants’  counsel, 
both  at  the  assessment  of  damages  and  in  the  argument 
on  moving  the  rule  absolute  for  setting  aside  the  present 
assessment,  and  I confess  that  I feel  inclined  to  concur  in 
the  correctness  of  that  view,  in  which  case  the  conclusion 
contended  for  would  follow,  that  the  plaintiff  could  be  legally 
entitled  to  nominal  damages. 

But  that  is  not  the  only  ground  on  which  in  my  judgment 
the  plaintiff  is  only  entitled  to  nominal  damages  in  this  case. 
The  principle  appears  to  be  distinctly  established,  that  where 
a vendor  fails  to  make  a good  title  pursuant  to  his  contract, 
the  purchaser,  (in  the  absence  of  fraud  or  misrepresentation 
on  the  part  of  the  vendor,)  is  not  entitled  to  damages  for  the 
loss  of  his  bargain.  On  the  other  hand,  it  seems  to  be 
equally  well  established  that  where  a party  is  professing  o 
sell,  as  in  Hopkins  v.  Grazebrook,  (6  B.  & C.  31,)  and  Bobir  - 
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son  v.  Harman,  (1  Ex.  850,)  he  may  be  liable  for  substantial 
damages  for  the  loss  of  the  bargain. 

In  the  latter  case,  the  defendant  had  agreed  to  grant  a 
good  and  valid  lease  of  certain  premises,  and  when  asked  if 
he  was  sure  that  he  had  power  to  grant  the  lease  without  the 
concurrence  of  other  parties,  and  it  was  suggested  to  him  that 
his  father’s  will  might  have  vested  the  legal  estate  or  the 
power  of  leasing  in  trustees, he  replied  that  there  was  nothing 
of  the  sort ; that  it  was  his  property  out  and  out,  and  that 
he  alone  had  the  power  of  leasing.  It  appeared,  however, 
that  defendant’s  father  had  devised  the  premises  to  trustees 
to  pay  the  defendant  a moiety  of  the  rent  during  his  natural 
life.  It  was  urged  in  that  case,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,, 
that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover  damages  on  account  of 
the  loss  of  his  bargain,  and  that  as  the  sum  of  £25  paid  into 
court  exceeded  the  expenses  which  the  plaintiff  had  been  put 
to,  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  the  verdict.  The  learned 
judge,  however,  was  of  a different  opinion,  and  a verdict  was 
found  for  the  plaintiff  for  £200  beyond  the  sum  paid  into 
court,  and  the  verdict  was  afterwards  sustained  by  the  Court 
of  Exchequer,  on  the  ground  that  defendant  had  undertaken 
to  grant  a valid  lease  not  having  any  colour  of  title,  and  that 
the  case  was  not  distinguishable  from  Hopkins  v.  Grazebrook, 
(6  B.  & C.  81,)  which  proceeded  on  the  ground  of  the  decep- 
tion practised  by  the  vendor  in  holding  out  the  estate  as  his 
own,  when  in  point  of  fact  he  had  not  a shadow  of  title. 

The  case  of  Yallier  v.  Walsh  (6  C.  P.  459,)  was  decided  on 
the  same  ground,  the  defendant  having  contracted  to  sell 
land  which  belonged  to  his  son,  a minor,  who  was  then  out 
of  the  province,  and  therefore  being  fully  aware  that  he  had 
no  title  in  himself,  and  no  authority  to  make  a contract  for 
his  son. 

I apprehend  that  the  principle  is  the  same,  that  where  a 
party  professes  to  sell  or  to  lease  premises  which  he  bona 
fide  believes  he  has  a right  to  sell  or  lease,  though  in  fact  he 
has  no  title,  he  is  not  liable  to  substantial  damages  for  the 
loss  of  a bargain.  In  this  case  the  plaintiff  knew  the  title 
under  which  the  defendants  professed  to  lease.  He  bought 
with  a full  knowledge  of  facts,  believing  that  the  lease  was. 
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valid.  He  could  have  satisfied  himself,  before  he  purchased, 
as  to  the  defendants’  right  as  a corporation  to  make  leases  of 
property  dedicated  by  the  grant  from  the  Crown  to  the  uses 
of  a public  market,  but  appears  to  have  taken  no  measures 
for  that  purpose,  but  relied  upon  those  from  whom  he  pur- 
chased, who  were  mistaken,  as  well  as  the  defendants, with 
respect  to  the  power  of  a corporation  over  such  lands. 

One  of  the  grounds  of  damage  laid  by  the  plaintiff  is  that 
he  will  lose  the  large  amount  invested, and  that  the  buildings 
have  been  greatly  reduced  in  value,  and  are  of  little  value  to 
the  plaintiff.  As  to  such  value,  it  is  well  known  that  wooden 
buildings,  such  as  those  of  the  plaintiff,  are  often  removed 
from  one  piece  of  ground  to  another,  without  much  expense 
or  injury  ; and  whatever  the  value  might  be  the  plaintiff  has 
had  the  benefit  of  it,  as  the  buildings  have  been  sold  on  exe- 
cution, and  the  proceeds  applied  to  the  payment  of  the  plain- 
tiff’s debt  due  on  such  execution.  The  jury,  in  addition  to 
the  value  of  the  buildings  obtained  on  the  execution,  have 
allowed  to  the  plaintiff  a sum  of  ^£625  as  damages  for  the 
buildings,  on  a plot  of  ground  of  60  feet  by  24,  and  loss  of  the 
lease,  which  defendants  were  unable,  not  unwilling,  to  give  ; 
and  as  I am  of  opinion  that  under  the  circumstances  the 
plaintiff  can  only  be  entitled  to  nominal  damages,  or  at  most 
the  value  of  his  buildings,  and  he  has  already  received  that 
through  the  sheriff’s  sale  on  execution,  I think  the  assess- 
ment should  be  set  aside,  and  the  damage  reduced  to  nomi- 
nal damages,  or  that  the  case  should  be  sent  down  to  another 
jury  for  the  more  correct  assessment  of  the  damages  to  which 
the  plaintiff  may  be  entitled. 

Burns,  J.,  concurred  with  the  Chief  Justice. 

Rule  discharged,  McLean,  J.,  dissenting. 
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McDonald  v.  Murphy. 

Ejectment — Bond — Construction  of — Unsatisfied  mortgage. 

M.,  being  the  owner  of  the  land  in  question,  executed  a bond  to  defend- 
ant, reciting  that  defendant  was  to  reside  with  him  and  work  the  farm 
in  common  for  their  mutual  advantage  ; that  it  had  been  agreed  that 
after  M’s.  death  it  should  become  defendant’s,  and  to  secure  this,  M.  had 
that  day  made  his  will  leaving  it  to  him  ; — and  the  condition  was,  that 
if  defendant  should  use  all  diligence  and  economy  in  working  an’d  im- 
proving the  farm,  and  observe  all  esteem  and  regard  to  M.  during  his 
life,  M.  should  not  execute  any  other  will,  nor  dispose  of  nor  encumber 
the  land.  Afterwards  they  disagreed,  and  M.  conveyed  the  land  to  the 
plaintiff,  who  brought  ejectment,  after  having  demanded  possession. 
Held,  that  he  was  entitled  to  recover,  as  the  bond  gave  defendant  no  legal 
right  to  possession. 

Held,  also  that  an  unsatisfied  mortgage  executed  by  M.  before  the  bond, 
and  put  in  by  defendant,  was  clearly  no  bar  to  the  plaintiff’s  recovery. 

Ejectment,  for  the  east  half  of  the  east  half  of  lot  No.  9, 
in  the  first  concession  of  the  township  of  Charlottenburgh. 

Both  parties  claimed  from  Angus  McDonald, the  plaintiff’s 
father. 

The  plaintiff  claimed  by  virtue  of  a deed  of  bargain  and 
sale,  dated  the  15th  of  September,  1860,  executed  by  Angus 
McDonald  and  the  plaintiff,  for  a consideration  expressed  in 
the  deed  of  £300,  though  nothing  in  fact  was  paid. 

The  defendant  was  a nephew  of  the  said  Angus  McDonald, 
and  in  1858  they  made  an  arrangement  with  each  other  in 
respect  of  the  west  half  of  the  east  half  of  the  lot,  by  which 
it  was  transferred  by  Angus  McDonald  to  the  defendant, 
and  they  also  made  an  agreement  in  respect  of  the  east- 
half,  of  which  the  following  is  a copy. 

“ Know  all  men  by  these  presents,  that  I,  Angus  McDon- 
ald, of  the  township  of  Charlottenburgh,  in  the  county  of 
Glengarry,  in  the  province  of  Canada  West,  yeoman,  am 
held  and  firmly  bound  unto  Matthew  Murphy,  of  the  town- 
ship of  Finch,  in  the  county  of  Stormont,  of  said  province, 
yeoman,  in  the  sum  of  £800,  to  be  paid  to  the  said  Matthew 
Murphy,  his  heirs,  executors,  or  administrators,  for  which 
payment  well  and  truly  to  be  made,  I bind  myself,  my  heirs, 
executors,  and  administrators,  firmly  by  these  presents. 
Sealed  with  my  seal,  and  dated  at  Charlottenburgh  afore- 
said, this  26th  of  October,  1858. 

“ Wliereas  the  above  bounden  Angus  McDonald,  hath  this 
day  assigned  and  transferred  over  to  his  nephew,  Matthew 
Murphy,  the  west  half  of  the  east  half  of  lot  No.  9,  in  the 
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first  concession  of  the  township  of  Charlottenburgh,  for  the 
consideration  therein  'mentioned,  and  also  that  the  said 
Matthew  Murphy  will  reside  with  the  said  Angus  McDonald, 
and  to  work  the  said  east  half  of  lot  No.  9 together,  in  com- 
mon, for  their  united  support,  benefit  and  advantage.  And 
whereas,  it  was  further  agreed  upon,  that  after  the  decease 
of  the  said  Angus  McDonald,  the  whole  of  the  said  east  half 
of  lot  No.  9,  should  then  become  the  sole  property  of  him, 
the  said  Matthew  Murphy,  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever, 
and  for  the  better  securing  an  indisputable  title  to  the  said 
Matthew  Murphy,  he,  the  said  Angus  McDonald,  hath  with 
even  date  with  these  presents,  made  and  executed  his  last 
will  and  testament,  whereby  he  bequeathed  the  east  half  of 
the  east  half  of  lot  No.  9,  in  the  first  concession  of  the  said 
township  of  Charlottenburgh,  that  after  his  death  the  said  lot 
would  become  the  sole  property  of  him,  the  said  Matthew 
Murphy,  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  except  such  a portion 
that  had  been  leased,  and  at  the  expiration  of  said  lease  the 
same  shall  revert  to  the  said  Matthew  Murphy,  his  heirs  and 
assigns  for  ever.  Now  the  condition  of  the  above  obligation 
is  such,  that  the  said  Matthew  Murphy,  his  heirs,  executors, 
and  administrators,  using  all  diligence  and  economy  in 
working  and  improving  the  said  farm,  and  observing  all 
esteem  and  regard  towards  the  said  Angus  McDonald  during 
his  natural  life,  then  the  said  Angus  McDonald,  do  hereby 
bind  himself,  his  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  that, 
he  shall  not  make  or  execute  any  subsequent  will  and  testa- 
ment to  the  one  referred  to,  to  interfere  with  the  bequest 
therein  mentioned,  nor  in  any  manner  dispose  of,  nor  alienate 
or  encumber  the  said  east  half  of  the  east  half  of  lot  No.  9,, 
in  the  first  concession  of  the  said  township  of  Charlotten- 
burgh, so  that  the  same  may  become  the  sole  property  of 
him, the  said  Matthew  Murphy, his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever* 
after  the  decease  of  the  said  Angus  McDonald,  then  this 
obligation  to  be  null  and  void,  otherwise  to  remain  in  full 
force,  virtue,  and  effect.” 

The  parties  went  on  together  under  this  arrangement  for 
some  time,  until  they  disagreed,  and  then  Angus  McDonald 
conveyed  the  land  to  the  plaintiff,  his  son,  who  demanded 
possession  from  the  defendant.  The  defendant  refused  to 
give  up  the  land,  but  claimed  a right  to  it  under  the  bond. 
He  put  in  also  an  outstanding  mortgage,  dated  the  22nd. 
of  January,  1857,  executed  by  Angus  McDonald,  to  shew 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  possession. 

The  case  was  tried  at  Cornwall,  before  Robinson , C.  J.* 
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and  a verdict  entered  for  the  plaintiff,  leave  being  reserved 
to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a nonsuit  if  the  action 
could  not  be  sustained. 

J.  S.  Macdonald , Q.C.,  obtained  a rule  to  enter  a non- 
suit, or  for  a new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  the  terms  of  the 
bond  precluded  the  plaintiff  from  maintaining  ejectment, 
oven  though  he  had  demanded  possession.  He  cited  Ar- 
nold v.  Buller  & Smith,  15  U.  C.  R.  255. 

McMichael  shewed  cause,  and  cited  Doe  Boulton  v.  Walker, 
8 U.  C.  R.  571. 

McLean,  J. — There  can  be  no  doubt,  according  to  the 
terms  of  the  bond,  that  Angus  McDonald  after  the  execu- 
tion of  that  instrument  continued  to  be  the  owner  in  fee  of 
the  premises  sought  to  be  recovered  in  this  suit.  He  had 
transferred  absolutely  to  the  defendant  the  west  half  of  the 
lot,  and  made  a will  devising  the  east  half  to  him,  upon  the 
understanding,  apparently, that  the  defendant  was  to  remain 
on  the  farm  and  assist  in  working  the  whole  for  the  support 
and  advantage  of  the  plaintiff  as  well  as  of  the  defendant,  as 
long  as  the  plaintiff  should  live.  The  bond  appears  to  have 
been  given  for  the  sole  purpose  of  guarding  against  the 
obligor  changing  his  mind,  and  devising  the  land  to  some 
other  person,  or  disposing  of  it  in  some  other  way,  so  that 
the  defendant  could  not  “ become  the  sole  owner  of  the  whole 
farm,”  on  the  death  of  Angus  McDonald.  Though  the  in- 
tention is  plain  enough,  that  the  parties  had  it  in  contem- 
plation that  the  defendant  was  to  reside  on  the  lot  with 
Angus  McDonald,  and  to  support  him,  and  upon  the  death 
of  McDonald  to  take  the  residue  of  the  lot  for  such  service, 
there  is  no  obligation  resting  on  McDonald  to  allow  the 
defendant  to  remain  on  the  premises  with  him.  The  arrange- 
ment between  them  only  appears  by  the  recitals,  and  Angus 
McDonald  only  binds  himself  “ that  the  defendant,  Matthew 
Murphy,  using  all  diligence  and  economy  in  ivorking  and 
improving  the  said  farm,  and  observing  all  esteem  and  regard 
towards  the  said  Angus  McDonald  during  his  natural  life , 
then,”  he,  Angus  McDonald,  will  not  make  or  execute  any 
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subsequent  will  to  interfere  with  the  bequest  therein  men- 
tioned, nor  in  any  manner  dispose  of  or  alienate  or  en- 
cumber the  premises,  so  that  the  same  may  become  the  sole 
property  of  the  said  Matthew  Murphy  after  the  decease  of 
the  said  Angus  McDonald. 

Neither  the  defendant  nor  Angus  McDonald  contemplated 
that  the  defendant  was  to  have  any  interest  in  the  land  till 
after  the  death  of  McDonald,  and  then  his  title  was  to  be 
derived  from  the  will  which  had  been  executed  ; but  the  ob- 
ligation to  continue  that  will  unaltered  or  unrevoked  would 
seem  to  depend  upon  certain  conditions  precedent,  that  the 
defendant  should  use  all  diligence  and  economy  in  working 
and  improving  the  farm,  and  that  he  should  observe  all 
esteem  and  regard  towards  Angus  McDonald  during  his 
natural  life.  Whether  these  conditions  were  or  were  not 
performed  by  the  defendant  from  the  time  of  the  arrange- 
ment is  not  material  to  enquire.  It  is  quite  clear  that,  ac- 
cording to  the  defendant’s  admission,  Angus  McDonald 
had  a good  title  to  the  part  of  the  farm  now  in  dispute,  and 
that  the  bond  confers  on  the  defendant  no  right  whatever 
to  remain  in  possession  longer  than  McDonald  thought 
proper  to  allow  him  for  the  purpose  of  working  it  in  common 
for  their  mutual  support.  The  title  to  the  plaintiff  is  so  plain 
that  there  can  be  no  doubt  of  his  right  to  recover  inthisactiona 

Then  as  to  the  unsatisfied  mortgage,  that  surely  cannot  be 
allowed  to  bar  the  plaintiff’s  recovery,  for  it  was  admitted 
at  the  opening  of  the  case  that  Angus  McDonald  had  a good 
title,  and  besides,  the  defendant  had  himself  taken  a deed 
from  him  of  a date  subsequent  to  the  mortgage,  and  claimed 
to  hold  possession  under  him  in  this  action. 

Burns,  J. — The  defendant  relies  upon  the  case  of  Arnold 
v.  Buffer  and  Smith,  (15  U.  C.  B.  255,)  but  the  present 
case  is  quite  distinguishable  from  that.  There  the  effect 
of  the  bond  was  to  create  an  equitable  mortgage  in  favour  of 
the  husband,  with  an  estate  for  life  to  the  wife,  whether  the 
husband  redeemed  or  not,  and  the  court  held  that  the  heir  of 
the  husband  so  long  as  the  -wife  lived  could  not  maintain 
ejectment,  The  terms  of  the  bond  in  that  case  were,  that 


M’DONALD  y.  MURHHY. 


359* 


upon  payment  of  the  stipulated  sum  the  obligor  would 
re-convey  the  land  to  the  wife,  and  that  she  was  to  have 
possession  of  it  for  her  life,  whether  the  money  were  repaid 
or  not. 

Now  in  the  present  case  no  legal  interest  has  been  given 
to  the  defendant  in  the  land  in  question  by  the  bond  to  Angus 
McDonald.  The  agreement  as  recited  is,  that  the  defendant 
should  reside  with  Angus  McDonald,  and  should  work  the 
land  in  question  in  common,  for  the  mutual  support,  benefit 
and  advantage  of  both,  and  not  specifying  any  time,  but  that 
after  the  decease  of  Angus  McDonald  the  land  should  become 
the  sole  property  of  the  defendant ; and  for  the  purpose  of 
giving  him  an  indisputable  title  Angus  McDonald  made  his 
will,  devising  the  land  to  the  defendant.  The  condition  of 
the  bond  is,  that  if  the  defendant  uses  all  diligence  and 
economy  in  working  and  improving  the  farm,  and  observes 
all  esteem  and  regard  towards  Angus  McDonald  during  his 
natural  life,  then  angus  McDonald  covenants  not  to  revoke 
his  will,  or  dispose  of  the  property.  It  is  apparent  that 
Angus  McDonald  did  not  part  with  the  legal  title  in  the  land, 
but  retained  a control  over  it.  and  the  only  question  with 
respect  to  that  is,  whether  by  liis  deed  to  the  plaintiff  he  has 
forfeited  the  bond  ; and  that  depends  upon  another  question, 
whether  the  defendant  has  kept  the  stipulations  upon  which 
Angus  McDonald  bound  himself  not  to  dispose  of  the  land. 

The  question  at  present,  however,  is  whether  any  tenancy 
was  created  as  between  Angus  McDonald  and  the  defendant* 
which  could  not  be  determined  by  a demand  of  possession. 
The  stipulation  in  the  bond  is  not  for  the  exclusive  working 
of  the  land  by  the  defendant,  but  it  is  that  the  defendant  and 
Angus  McDonald  were  to  do  it  together  for  their  mutual 
support.  No  time  is  limited  for  which  this  should  continue. 
Angus  McDonald  terminated  the  agreement  on  his  part  by 
his  conveyance  of  the  land  to  the  plaintiff,  and  there  is 
nothing  to  shew  that  the  defendant  would  be  entitled  to  go 
on  working  the  land  by  himself  during  the  lifetime  of  Angus 
McDonald,  and  still  less  anything  to  prove  that  it  was  the 
intention  of  the  parties  that  the  vendee  of  Angus  McDonald 
should  continue  with  the  defendant  upon  the  same  terms. 
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Whether  the  mere  fact  of  Angus  McDonald  conveying  to  the 
plaintiff  put  an  end  to  the  tenancy  at  will,  such  as  it  was, 
it  is  not  necessary  to  say,  because  the  possession  was  de- 
manded by  the  plaintiff  after  he  received  the  conveyance, 
and  the  defendant  refused  to  give  possession. 

The  rule  must  therefore  be  discharged. 

Robinson,  C.  J.,  concurred. 

Rule  discharged. 


Heck  v.  Knapp. 

Trespass  to  land — Possession — Prior  ejectment — Estoppel. 

In  an  action  for  trespass  to  land  the  plaintiff  proved  a good  paper  title 
derived  through  a sale  for  taxes,  but  he  had  never  been  in  actual  pos- 
session, and  it  was  shewn  that  after  the  plaintiff  obtained  his  deed  the 
defendant  had  cut  timber  on  the  land  and  built  a shanty  for  the  lum- 
ber-men, although  the  defendant  went  there  and  forbade  him  ; and  it 
appeared  that  the  plaintiff  had  brought  ejectment  against  him,  but  had 
not  proceeded  with  it  after  defendant  appeared.  The  defendant 
claimed  under  a deed  from  the  heirs  of  the  patentee,  and  it  was  sworn 
that  before  defendant  purchased  the  plaintiff  also  wished  to  buy  from 
them,  saying  that  he  thought  his  own  title  not  good. 

Held,  that  the  plaintiff  was  sufficiently  in  possession  to  maintain  tres- 
pass, and  that  he  was  not  estopped  by  having  brought  ejectment,  as 
being  an  admission  of  defendant’s  possession. 

Trespass,  for  cutting  and  taking  away  timber  from  certain 
land  of  the  plaintiff,  called  or  known  as  eighty  acres  of  the 
front  of  lot  No.  8,  in  the  8th  concession  of  the  township  of 
Augusta,  describing  it. 

Pleas. — 1.  Not  guilty.  2.  That  the  land  mentioned  is 
not  nor  is  any  part  of  it  the  plaintiff’s  land  as  alleged. 

At  the  trial,  at  Brockville,  before  Robinson,  C.  J.,  it  ap- 
peared that  the  whole  of  lot  No.  3,  in  the  8th  concession  of 
Augusta,  was  described  in  the  year  1800  for  patent  to  Ni- 
cholas Haskins,  but  the  patent  did  not  issue  till  the  29th  of 
October,  1845,  when  it  then  issued  to  Joseph  Haskins,  son 
and  heir  at  law  of  Nicholas  Haskins.  The  lot  had  been 
returned  years  before  that  time  as  in  arrear  for  taxes,  and 
eighty  acres  of  it  were  sold  by  the  sheriff,  and  he  conveyed 
those  eighty  acres  to  Angus  McDonell,  the  purchaser,  by  a 
deed  dated  the  10th  of  January,  1882,  which  deed  was 
registered  on  the  21st  of  April,  1882.  Angus  McDonell, 
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by  deed  of  conveyance  dated  the  1st  of  October,  1840,  con- 
veyed the  eighty  acres  to  one  Isabella  McDonell, and  Isabella 
McDonell,  by  deed  dated  the  26th  of  January,  1857,  con- 
veyed the  eighty  acres  to  the  plaintiff.  In  1845  a survey 
was  made,  and  a line  marked  to  distinguish  those  eighty 
acres  from  the  other  part  of  the  lot.  This  formed  the 
plaintiff’s  title  to  the  land. 

It  was  clearly  enough  established  that  the  defendant  had 
cut  timber  and  taken  it  away  from  the  eighty  acres  since 
the  26th  of  January,  1857,  the  date  of  the  plaintiff’s  convey- 
ance, and  built  a shanty  for  lumber-men  upon  the  land.  The 
plaintiff  forbad  the  defendant  trespassing  upon  the  land, and 
on  one  occasion  went  to  the  land  with  assistance  to  haul 
away  the  timber  he  found  cut  there,  but  the  defendant’s 
men  threatened  to  shoot  the  plaintiff,  and  so  he  desisted. 

The  defendant’s  defence  was  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  in 
a,  situation  to  bring  trespass,  for  that  he  never  had  had  pos- 
session of  the  land  in  any  way ; that  his  proper  action 
was  ejectment,  in  order  to  establish  his  right  to  possession 
first  of  all,  and  that  defendant  was  liable  in  this  action. 

Joseph  Haskins,  the  patentee,  died  without  sons,  leaving 
three  daughters,  namely,  Elizabeth,  wTho  was  married  to 
one  Samuel  Pearson,  Pauline  Ann, who  married  one  Thomas 
Davis,  and  Rebecca  Ruth  Haskins.  The  three  daughters, 
with  the  husbands  of  the  two,  joined  in  a conveyance,  dated 
the  18th  of  April,  1855,  of  the  whole  lot,  to  the  defendant, 
on  which  was  endorsed  the  proper  certificate  of  the  married 
women  having  parted  with  their  real  estate  in  the  land.  It 
was  then  proved  that  after  the  plaintiff  got  his  title  from 
Isabella  McDonell,  and  not  long  after,  he  brought  an  action 
of  ejectment  against  the  defendant  for  the  eighty  acres,  to 
which  the  defendant  entered  an  appearance,  and  the  action 
so  remained,  never  having  been  proceeded  with.  The  defend- 
ant was  in  no  other  way  possessed  of  the  land  than  by 
cutting  off  the  timber  during  several  successive  winters, 
when  he  erected  a shanty  upon  the  eighty  acres  for  his 
workmen  to  shelter  themselves  in,  and  he  was  well  aware  of 
the  plaintiff’s  claim  to  the  lot  in  the  winter  of  1857-8, 
before  he  removed  the  timber  then  cut. 
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Thomas  Davis,  husband  of  one  of  the  daughters  of  the 
patentee,  stated  that  about  the  time  the  defendant  bought 
the  eighty  acres  the  plaintiff  wanted  to  buy  from  him  the  lot* 
stating  that  he  had  bargained  with  Mrs.  McDonell  for  the 
eighty  acres,  but  he  considered  she  had  no  title  to  it,  and 
that  he  thought  the  patent  from  the  Crown  would  hold  it. 

The  learned  Chief  Justice  directed  a verdict  for  the  plaintiff,, 
but  reserved  leave  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a non- 
suit on  the  evidence,  if  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that 
an  action  of  trespass  could  not  be  maintained. 

The  jury  gave  $10  damages. 

A.  Richards  obtained  a rule  nisi  to  enter  a nonsuit  upon 
the  following  grounds  : 

1 . That  the  plaintiff  having  brought  an  action  of  ej ectment 
against  the  defendant, to  recover  possession  of  the  land  upon 
which  the  alleged  trespass  was  committed,  before  the  com- 
mitting of  the  same,  which  action  is  still  pending,  cannot  be 
considered  as  in  possession  of  the  premises  so  as  to  maintain 
trespass. 

2.  That  the  defendant  having  been  in  actual  possession  of 
the  premises  at  the  time  the  plaintiff  brought  the  same,  and 
continued  in  possession  from  thence  up  to  the  commencement 
of  this  suit,  the  plaintiff  was  not  in  possession  thereof  at  the 
committing  of  the  alleged  trespasses,  and  therefore  could  not 
maintain  this  action. 

8.  That  the  plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  the  committing  of  the 
alleged  trespasses, had  not  such  a possession  of  the  premises 
as  would  enable  him  to  maintain  trespass. 

4.  That  the  plaintiff  was  estopped  from  setting  up  title 
to  or  possession  of  the  premises,  inasmuch  as  he  represented 
to  the  defendant  at  the  time  he,  the  defendant,  purchased, 
that  the  title  which  he,  the  plaintiff,  claimed  was  not  good, 
and  upon  the  faith  of  which  the  defendant  purchased. 

He  cited  Street  v.  Crooks  et  al.,  6 C.  P.,  124  ; Boys  v. 
Cramer,  12  U.  C.  B.  165  ; Church  v.  Foulds,  9 U.  C.  B. 
898  ; Turner  v.  Cameron’s  Coalbrook  Steam  Coal  Co.,  5- 
Ex.  932  ; Litchfield  v.  Beady,  lb.  939  ; Davison  v.  Wilson, 
11  Q.  B.  890  ; Addison  on  Torts,  172,  399  ; Cole  on  Eject- 
ment, 66-71 ; Co.  Lit.  368,  245  b. 
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Crombie  shewed  cause,  and  cited  Hey  v.  Moorehouse,  6 
Bing.  N.  C.  52  ; Butcher  v.  Butcher,  7 B.  & C.  399  ; Taun- 
ton v.  Costar,  7 T.  R.  432  ; Purnell  v.  Young,  3 M.  & W* 
288 ; Whittington  v.  Boxall,  5 Q.  B.  139 ; Harrison  v. 
Dixon,  12  M.  & W.  142 ; Gallagher  v.  Brown,  3 U.  C.  R. 
350 ; Reading  v.  Rawsterne,  Ld.  Raym.  829. 

McLean,  J. — There  seems  to  me  to  be  ample  evidence  of 
the  sufficiency  of  the  plaintiff’s  title  to  the  premises  on  which 
the  trespass  was  committed, for  though  the  patent  was  issued 
only  in  1845,  and  the  title  was  in  the  Crown  at  the  time  of 
the  sale  for  taxes  in  1830,  the  lot  appears  to  have  been 
returned  in  the  schedule  of  granted  and  leased  lands  required 
to  be  made  by  the  act,  59  Geo.  III.,  ch.  7,  sec.  12,  and 
being  so  returned,  it  became  liable  to  be  assessed,  and  in 
default  of  payment  for  eight  years  it  became  liable,  under 
the  act  6 Geo.  IY.,  ch.  7,  to  be  sold  for  the  taxes  in  arrear 
for  a period  of  eight  years. 

The  title  from  the  purchaser  for  taxes  at  the  sale  in  1830) 
down  to  the  plaintiff  is  sufficiently  established,  and  the  only 
question  appears  now  to  be,  whether  the  plaintiff  was  in 
possession  so  as  to  enable  him  to  maintain  trespass.  The 
fact  of  the  boundaries  of  the  eighty  acres  in  dispute  having 
been  run  in  1845  by  the  owner  at  that  time,  was  an  act  of 
ownership, which  could  not  be  unknown  to  the  parties  claim- 
ing the  other  portions  of  the  lot ; and  when  the  defendant 
became  the  purchaser,  in  April,  1855,  ten  years  after  the 
lines  were  marked  out  on  the  ground,  he  could  scarcely  have- 
avoided  seeing  them.  The  plaintiff  was  on  the  lot  subse- 
quently, and  forbade  the  defendant  and  and  his  men  trespass- 
ing on  the  eighty  acres,  and  though  defendant  and  his  men 
persisted  in  their  trespass,  and  added  to  its  aggravation  by 
threatening  to  use  a gun  if  he  did  not  leave  the  premises,, 
that  could  not  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  the  right  which  he  had 
acquired,  nor  could  it  give  to  the  defendant  a right  of 
possession  to  the  exclusion  of  the  plaintiff  longer  than  he 
himself  remained  on  the  land.  The  cutting  timber  by  the 
defendant,  and  taking  it  away,  after  being  warned  by  the 
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plaintiff  on  the  land  not  to  do  so,  was  in  itself  an  act  of  tres- 
pass on  his  part, for  which  the  plaintiff  could  have  maintained 
an  action  against  him. 

I am,  under  the  circumstances,  of  opinion  that  this  action 
is  well  brought,  and  that  the  rule  must  be  discharged. 

As  to  the  former  action  of  ejectment,  the  plaintiff  may  at 
the  time  have  considered  defendant  in  possession,  but  his 
subsequent  entry  on  the  premises  when  they  were  wholly 
unoccupied,  and  no  one  on  the  premises  to  contest  his  right, 
would  draw  the  possession  to  him  as  the  rightful  proprietor, 
and  enable  him  to  bring  trespass  against  any  one  who  sub- 
sequently entered  without  right  and  trespassed  on  the  land. 
The  defendant  claimed  to  be  in  possession  of  the  lot  because 
he  had  a deed  from  the  heirs  of  Haskins,  and  had  been  on 
the  lot,  and  cut  timber  on  it.  The  plaintiff  claimed  the 
eighty  acres  by  a superior  title  to  that  derived  from  Haskins, 
and  he  claimed  the  possession  under  that  title  and  his  entry 
on  the  premises,  and  he  had  a right  to  treat  the  acts  of 
defendant,  as  they  really  were,  as  acts  of  trespass,  though  no 
doubt  intended  by  defendant  to  be  acts  of  ownership. 

Burns,  J. — There  is  no  doubt  that  in  trespass,  it  being  a 
possessory  action,  the  plaintiff  must  prove  himself  to  have 
the  possession  of  the  land : that  is, he  must  be  either  in  actual 
possession,  or  constructively  so.  Now  the  land  in  this  case 
being  a wild  lot,  and  no  one  in  possession  living  upon  or 
cultivating  it,  the  plaintiff  would,  if  there  were  nothing  else 
shewn  than  the  conveyances  under  which  he  claims, be  held  to 
be  constructively  in  possession  of  the  eighty  acres  in  question. 
The  defendant  also  shews  a conveyance  from  the  heirs  of  the 
patentee  of  the  lot,  which  covers  those  eighty  acres, and  if  the 
plaintiff’s  conveyances  were  out  of  the  way  the  same  rule 
would  apply  to  him.  Notwithstanding  the  patent  did  not 
issue  until  1845,  yet  the  legal  title  passed  under  the  sale  for 
the  arrears  of  taxes,  and  we  cannot  have  the  constructive 
possession  in  two  persons  at  the  same  time,  claiming  ad- 
versely to  each  other,  and  therefore  the  constructive  posses- 
sion in  law  must  follow  the  legal  title. 

If  the  plaintiff,  on  the  26th  of  January,  1857,  when  he 


HECK  V.  KNAPP. 


365 


obtained  his  conveyance  from  Mrs.  McDonell,  would  in  law 
be  considered  to  be  in  constructive  possession  of  the  land  in 
question,  the  next  enquiry  is  whether  there  existed  any  thing 
which  disturbed  that  possession,  or  would  destroy  the  effect 
of  it.  It  seems  that  defendant  was  trespassing  upon  the 
land  then,  or  very  soon  afterwards.  Suppose  we  give  him 
credit  for  thinking  that  under  his  conveyance  from  the  co- 
heiresses of  the  patentee  he  would  have  a right  to  the  whole 
of  the  lot,  yet  that  did  not  render  him  less  a trespasser 
upon  the  rights  of  the  plaintiff.  If  the  defendant  had  either 
himself  gone  to  live  upon  the  land,  or  put  a tenant  upon  it, 
so  that  it  could  be  said  that  the  plaintiff  was  dispossessed, 
and  that  his  constructive  possession  had  ceased,  then  the 
case  would  have  been  different,  but  for  all  that  is  disclosed 
here  the  defendant  was  nothing  than  an  occasional  trespasser 
himself  upon  the  land,  and  that  never  can  be  allowed  to 
operate  to  dispossess  the  true  owner.  Besides  this,  it  ap- 
pears that  the  plaintiff  did  enter  upon  the  land,  not  only  for 
the  purpose  of  forbidding  the  defendant  from  further  tres- 
passing, but  also  to  assert  his  own  rights  both  as  to  the  land 
and  the  timber  then  cut,  and  that  act  has  relation  back  to 
the  time  of  the  accruing  of  his  own  title. — Barnett  v.  The 
Earl  of  Guildford,  (11  Ex.  19.)  Otherwise  it  might  happen 
that  the  freehold  itself  might  be  destroyed,  and  the  owner 
be  without  remedy. 

The  only  question  is  the  one  relied  upon  by  the  defendant; 
that  is,  whether  the  plaintiff  is  to  be  held  to  have  excluded 
himself  from  that  position  by  having  brought  an  action  of 
ejectment  against  the  defendant,  and  which  suit  he  did  not 
proceed  with.  No  doubt,  whoever  the  plaintiff  in  ejectment 
names  as  defendant  in  the  writ  of  summons,  he  thereby 
admits  him  to  have  the  possession  of  the  land,  but  then  that 
is  for  the  purposes  of  that  suit  The  plaintiff  may  find  out 
his  mistake  and  consequently  drop  the  suit.  He  might  have 
tried  his  title  in  the  ejectment  suit  if  he  had  pleased  to  have 
done  so,  but  that  does  not  prove  that  he  may  not  also  do  the 
same  thing  in  an  action  of  trespass.  We  see  the  facts  of  the 
case  now,  and  there  is  nothing  in  those  facts  to  prevent  the 
plaintiff  from  bringing  his  action  of  trespass.  His  having 
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thought  at  one  time  that  it  might  be  better  to  bring  an  action 
of  ejectment  is  nothing  upon  which  the  defendant  acted  or 
conducted  himself  in  the  matter,  and  the  plaintiff  does  not 
preclude  himself  from  saying  in  an  action  of  trespass  that 
he  had  such  a possession  as  enabled  him  to  maintain  tres- 
pass, because  he  had  also  brought  an  ejectment.  If  the 
defendant  had  fully  believed  that  the  plaintiff  was  thereby 
estopped,  he  might  have  pleaded  it  by  way  of  estoppel. 

I think  the  rule  should  be  discharged. 

See  Taunton  v.  Costar,  (7  T.  E.  431,)  Butcher  v.  Butcher, 
(7  B.  & C.  399.) 

Bobinson,  C.  J.,  concurred. 

Eule  discharged. 


Bobert  Hervey  and  Henry  Hooker  v.  Jacques. 

Promissory  note  payable  in  L.  C. — 12  Vic.,  ch.22. — Construction  of — Limita- 
tion of  action. 

To  an  action  on  a note  made  by  defendant,  payable  to  A.  H.,  and  by  him 
endorsed  to  the  plaintiffs,  defendant  pleaded  that  it  was  made  in  Lower 
Canada,  where  he  resided,  payable  in  Montreal,  and  that  the  suit  was 
not  brought  within  five  years  after  it  fell  due.  The  plaintiffs  replied, 
that  when  the  note  was  made  and  endorsed  to  them,  A.  H.  lived  in 
Upper  Canada,  and  at  the  time  of  said  endorsement  one  plaintiff  lived 
in  Upper  Canada  and  the  other  in  the  United  States.  Defendant  re- 
joined that  after  the  note  fell  due,  while  A.  H.  held  it,  and  more  than 
five  years  before  suit,  A.  H.  carried  on  business  in  Lower  Canada, 
that  he  and  defendant  met  at  Montreal,  and  A.  H.  might  then  have 
sued  him. 

Held,  on  demurrer  to  the  rejoinder,  that  by  the  12  Vic.,  ch.  22,  the  note, 
owing  to  the  lapse  of  time,  must  be  taken  to  be  absolutely  paid  and 
discharged ; and  that  the  plaintiffs  could  not  recover. 

Declaration,  on  two  promissory  notes,  dated  the  11th  of 
January,  1854,  made  by  defendant,  payable  to  one  Alfred 
Hooker,  or  order,  and  by  him  endorsed  to  the  plaintiffs — one 
for  £1055  11s.  Id.,  payable  nine  months  after  date,  the 
other  for  £1055,  payable  twelve  months  after  date.  The 
writ  of  summons  issued  on  the  18th  September,  1860. 

Plea. — That  the  said  notes  were,  and  each  of  them  was 
made  out  of  the  province  of  Upper  Canada,  and  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  this  honourable  court,  to  wit,  at  the  city  of  Montreal, 
in  that  part  of  the  province  of  Canada  formerly  called  Lower 
Canada,  and  after  the  passing  and  coming  into  force  of  the 
12  Vic.,  ch.  22,  by  which  said  act,  and  the  law  of  Lower 
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Canada  aforesaid,  it  is  provided  and  declared  that  all  bills, 
whether  foreign  or  inland,  and  all  notes  due  and  payable  in 
Lower  Canada,  made  after  the  said  act  should  come  into 
force,  should  be  held  and  taken  to  be  absolutely  paid  and 
discharged,  if  no  suit  or  action  should  be  brought  thereon 
within  five  years  next  after  the  day  on  which  said  bills  or 
notes  should  become  due  and  payable.  And  the  defendant 
■avers  that  the  said  notes  were,  and  each  of  them  was,  made 
payable  on  the  face  thereof,  and  was  part  of  the  contract  of 
the  defendant,  at  the  Commercial  Bank  of  the  Midland 
district,  in  the  city  of  Montreal,  in  the  said  province  of 
Lower  Canada,  and  that  the  said  notes  and  each  of  them 
became  due  and  payable  in  Lower  Canada  aforesaid  more 
than  five  years  next  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit- 
And  the  defendant  further  says  that'at  the  time  the  said 
notes  became  due  and  payable, he,  the  defendant,  was  a resi- 
dent of  Lower  Canada,  and  hath  ever  since  been  and  is  now 
a resident  of  Lower  Canada  : that  this  suit  has  been  com- 
menced by  a writ  of  summons  issued  against  him  as  a British 
subject  resident  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  this  honourable 
court,  with  which  said  summons  he  was  served  out  of  the 
jurisdiction  of  this  honourable  court,  to  wit,  at  the  city  of 
Montreal  aforesaid.  And  the  defendant  further  avers,  that 
this  suit  was  not  brought  within  five  years  next  after  the 
day  on  which  the  said  notes,  or  either  of  them,  became  due 
and  payable ; by  reason  whereof,  and  by  the  law  of  Lower 
Canada  aforesaid,  the  said  notes  became  and  were,  and 
each  of  them  was  absolutely  paid  and  discharged. 

Replication. — That  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  said 
notes  respectively,  and  from  thence  until  the  endorsement 
of  the  same  respectively  to  the  plaintiffs,  the  said  Alfred 
'Hooker  was  a British  subject  in  Upper  Canada,  and  that  at 
the  time  of  said  endorsement  of  the  same  respectively  to  the 
plaintiffs,  and  from  thence  hitherto,  the  plaintiff  Robert 
Hervey  was  and  is  a British  subject  resident  in  Upper 
Canada,  and  the  plaintiff  Henry  Hooker  was  and  is  an 
American  citizen,  resident  in  the  State  of  New  York,  one 
of  the  United  States  of  America.  And  the  plaintiffs  further 
say,  that  the  said  notes  have  not,  nor  have  either  of  them, 
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or  any  part  thereof,  been  at  any  time  in  fact  paid  or 
discharged,  but  that  the  same,  and  each  and  every  of  them, 
and  every  part  thereof,  remain  still  wholly  due  and  unpaid 
and  discharged. 

Rejoinder. — That  after  the  said  notes  respectively  became 
due,  and  whilst  the  said  Alfred  Hooker  was  the  holder 
thereof,  and  more  than  five  years  next  before  the  commence- 
ment of  this  suit,  the  said  Alfred  Hooker  carried  on  business 
as  a forwarder  in  Lower  Canada  aforesaid  ; and  he  and  the 
defendant,  after  the  said  note  became  due,  and  more  than 
five  years  next  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  met 
together  in  Lower  Canada,  to  wit,  at  the  city  of  Montreal 
aforesaid,  and  the  said  Alfred  Hooker  might  then  have 
brought  his  action  on  the  said  notes  against  the  said  defend- 
ant. And  the  defendant  further  says,  that  the  plaintiffs 
first  took  and  received  the  said  notes  from  the  said  Alfred 
Hooker  after  he  and  the  said  defendant  had  met  together  in 
Montreal  as  aforesaid,  and  long  after  the  said  notes  became 
due,  and  that  by  the  law  of  Lower  Canada  aforesaid  the 
said  notes,  by  reason  of  the  premises  aforesaid  and  in  the 
defendant’s  said  third  plea  mentioned,  became  absolutely 
discharged  and  satisfied,  and  not  merely  the  remedy  for  the 
recovery  thereof  barred. 

Demurrer  to  this  rejoinder,  on  the  ground  that  under  the 
facts  alleged  the  law  of  Lower  Canada  is  not  applicable  to 
the  plaintiffs’  claim  so  as  to  bar  the  recovery  thereof. 

Crombie,  for  the  demurrer,  cited  Ridout  v.  Manning,  7 U. 
C.  R.  85  ; Huber  v.  Steiner,  2 Bing.  N.  C.  202 ; Donn.  v. 
Lippmann,  5 Cl.  & Fin.  1 ; British  Linen  Co.  v.  Drummond, 
10  B.  & C.  908  ; Stor.  Confl.  L.  487 ; Westlake,  151. 

M.  C.  Cameron , contra,  cited  Potter  v.  Brown,  5 East  180. 

Robinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

The  question  brought  up  by  this  demurrer  arises  upon  two 
promissory  notes  made  in  Lower  Canada,  after  the  1st  of 
August,  1849,  when  the  statute  12  Vic.,  ch.  22,  came  into 
force,  namely,  on  the  11th  of  January,  1854,  and  made  by 
this  defendant,  who  at  that  time,  and  when  the  notes  became 


HERVEY  ET  AL.  Y.  JACQUES. 


869 


due,  resided,  and  has  always  since  resided,  in  Lower  Canada, 
payable  to  one  Alfred  Hooker,  or  order,  at  the  Commercial 
Bank  of  the  Midland  district,  in  the  city  of  Montreal,  in 
Lower  Canada. 

It  is  admitted  upon  the  pleadings  that  Alfred  Hooker, 
when  the  notes  were  made  payable  to  him,  was  a British  sub- 
ject in  Upper  Canada,  and  so  continued  until  the  notes  were 
endorsed  by  him  to  these  plaintiffs,  one  of  whom,  Robert 
Hervey,  at  the  time  of  such  endorsement,  and  until  the  com- 
mencement of  this  action,  was  a British  subject  resident  in 
Upper  Canada,  and  the  other  plaintiff,  Henry  Hooker,  was 
and  is  an  American  citizen,  resident  in  the  State  of  New 
York.  And  it  is  further  admitted  on  the  pleadings,  (i.  e., 
by  the  plaintiffs’  demurrer  to  the  defendant’s  rejoinder) 
that  after  the  notes  became  due,  and  while  the  payee, 
Alfred  Hooker,  was  the  holder,  and  more  than  five  years 
before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  he  carried  on  busi- 
ness as  a forwarder  in  Lower  Canada,  and  that  he  and  the 
defendant,  Jacques,  after  the  notes  became  due,  and  more 
than  five  years  before  this  suit,  met  together  in  Montreal  in 
Lower  Canada;  that  he,  Alfred  Hooker,  might  then  have 
sued  this  defendant  upon  the  notes,  and  that  these  plaintiffs 
first  received  the  notes  from  the  said  Alfred  Hooker  after 
he  and  the  defendant  had  so  met  together  in  Montreal,  and 
long  after  they  became  due. 

What  we  are  called  upon  to  decide,  upon  this  state  of 
facts,  is  whether  by  our  statute  12  Vic.,  ch.  22,  sec.  81,  we 
must  hold  that  these  notes  are  to  be  taken  to  have  been  ab- 
solutely paid  and  discharged  before  the  commencement  of 
this  action  on  the  18th  of  September,  1860. 

The  81st  clause  is  in  these  words:  “‘And  be  it  enacted, 
that  all  bills,  whether  foreign  or  inland,  and  all  notes,  due 
and  payable  in  Lower  Canada  at  the  time  when  this  act  shall 
come  into  force,  shall  be  held  and  taken  to  be  absolutely 
paid  and  discharged,  if  no  suit  or  action  is  brought  thereon 
within  five  years  next  after  the  day  on  which  such  bills  or 
notes  shall  become  due  and  payable,  and  all  such  bills  and 
notes  made  and  not  due  when  or  to  be  made  after  this  act 
shall  come  into  force,  shall  be  held  and  taken  to  be  absolutely 
24  u.  c.  q.  b.  20 
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paid  and  discharged  if  no  such  suit  or  action  is  brought 
thereon  within  five  years  next  after  the  day  on  which  such 
bills  or  notes  shall  become  due  and  payable.” 

It  is  plainly  the  intention  of  this  act  that  when  the  action 
is  not  brought  within  the  time  limited  its  effect  shall  be  not 
merely  to  bar  the  remedy  in  the  courts  of  Lower  Canada, 
nr  elsewhere  within  the  territory  for  which  the  parliament 
which  passed  it  has  authority  to  legislate,  but  that  the  cause 
of  action  which  had  been  created  by  it  shall  be  held  to  be 
absolutely  extinguished.  The  note  itself  “ shall  be  held  and 
taken  to  be  absolutely  paid  and  discharged .” 

As  to  all  persons  domiciled  in  Canada,  either  Upper  or 
Lower,  it  is  not  the  statute  law  of  a foreign  country  that  we 
have  in  this  case  to  apply,  but  a statute  of  our  own  country, 
as  binding  upon  the  people  of  the  Upper  portion  of  the 
province  as  of  the  Lower.  We  are  not  asked  to  admit  its 
operation  merely  upon  the  ground  of  comity  of  one  indepen- 
dent nation  or  people  towards  another,  but  the  statute  in 
itself  is  a direct  binding  obligation  upon  us,  and  upon  all 
persons  for  whom  the  legislature  of  Canada  lies  authority 
to  make  laws. 

We  have  also  here  to  deal  with  a contract  made  in  Lower 
Canada,  and  to  be  performed  therein,  and  if  according  to  the 
act  of  the  legislature,  whose  laws  are  capable  of  binding 
both  the  people  and  contracts  of  Upper  Canada,  the  notes 
now  sued  upon  must  be  held  to  be  absolutely  paid  and  dis- 
charged, we  know  of  no  principle  upon  which  we  can  enforce 
them  in  the  face  of  such  an  enactment,  which  goes  not 
merely  to  bar  the  remedy,  but  to  discharge  the  very  contract 
itself.  We  have  these  circumstances  concurring,  that  by 
the  words  of  the  statute  binding  upon  us  a contract  made 
in  Lower  Canada,  and  to  be  performed  there,  is  declared  to 
be  in  effect  discharged  under  such  facts  occurring  as  are 
stated  to  have  occurred  in  this  case.  The  party,  besides, 
who  made  the  contract,  and  is  sued  upon  it,  and  who  on  the 
general  principles  of  law  the  debt  is  held  to  follow,  has  been 
always  since  resident  in  Lower  Canada. 

Of  the  two  plaintiffs  it  is  true  one  has  been  all  the  time 
resident  in  Upper  Canada  since  the  notes  were  endorsed  to 
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the  plaintiffs,  and  the  other  has  been  all  the  time  and  now 
is  resident  in  the  United  States  of  America,  but  that  cannot, 
we  think,  affect  the  question,  any  more  than  if  the  objection 
to  the  recovery  upon  the  notes  had  been  that  they  were  made 
void  by  the  law  of  Lower  Canada  in  the  hands  of  a bona  fide 
holder  for  any  other  cause. 

It  is  true  that  in  Ridout  et  al.  v.  Manning  et  al.  (7  U.  C. 
R.  85,)  we  held  that  the  statute  12  Vic.,  ch.  22,  was  obviously 
intended  to  apply  to  Lower  Canada  only, which  construction, 
we  think,  has  been  confirmed  by  the  legislature,  but  the  only 
effect  of  that  decision  is  that  a note  made  in  Upper  Canada, 
and  payable  here,  cannot  by  that  act  be  held  to  be  discharged 
if  not  sued  upon  within  five  years. 

Wepurposely  abstain  from  going  into  any  statement  of  the 
points  decided  in  the  cases  cited,  for  we  think  they  cannot 
govern  this  question.  We  mean  the  cases  of  Potter  v. 
Brown,  (5  East  124,)  Huber  v.  Steiner,  (2  Bing.  N.  C. 
202,)  The  British  Linen  Company  v.  Drummond,  (10  B.  & 
C.  908,)  and  Leroux  v.  Brown,  (12  C.  B.  801.)  If  the  cir- 
cumstance that  one  of  the  plaintiffs  suing  as  endorsers  is  a 
citizen  of  a foreign  country,  the  United  States  of  America, 
and  so  not  directly  bound  by  the  acts  of  the  legislature  of 
Canada,  could  make  any  difference,  which  we  think  it  could 
not,  yet  that  could  not  lead  to  the  case  being  otherwise  dis- 
posed of  than  it  would  be  if  the  other  plaintiff  were  suing 
alone,  since  one  alone  of  the  two  plaintiffs  could  not  recover. 

The  defendant  is  in  our  opinion  entitled  to  our  judgment. 

Judgment  for  defendant  on  demurrer. 
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William  Darling,  Executor  of  David  Darling,  v. 

Allan  Neil  McLean. 

Principal  and  surety — Discharge  by  giving  time — Equitable  plea — Power  of 
attorney — Authority  of  agent — Assent  of  principal. 

Declaration,  that  defendant  assigned  to  the  plaintiff  a mortgage  executed 
to  defendant  by  one  W.,  and  by  the  deed  of  assignment  covenanted 
that  W.  should  pay  the  principal  and  interest  when  due,  and  that 
upon  default  made  by  W.  defendant  would  pay  the  same:  that  W. 
made  default,  but  defendant  did  not  pay. 

Plea,  on  equitable  grounds,  that  defendant  covenanted  as  surety  only  for 
W.:  that  the  plaintiff  when  he  took  the  deed  knew  him  to  be  so,  and 
accepted  him  as  such  ; and  that  the  plaintiff  afterwards,  without  de- 
fendant’s knowledge  or  consent,  and  for  good  and  sufficient  considera- 
tion in  that  behalf,  agreed  with  W.  to  give,  and  did  give  him  time  for 
payment  of  the  principal  and  interest  secured  by  said  mortgage  beyond 
the  time  when  it  fell  due. 

Held,  on  demurrer  a good  plea : that  the  declaration  clearly  shewed  de- 
fendant to  be  only  surety : that  the  consideration  was  sufficiently 
stated  : that  the  agreement  might  be  by  parol  ; and  that  it  was  not 
necessary  to  shew  that  defendant  was  prejudiced  by  the  giving  time. 

At  the  trial  it  appeared  that  the  assignment  containing  the  covenant  sued 
on  had  been  executed  by  one  C.  as  attorney  for  defendant,  during  his 
absence  from  the  country,  under  a power  which  authorized  him  only 
to  collect  debts,  and  to  execute  all  such  deeds  and  perform  all  such 
acts  as  might  be  considered  necessary  and  proper  concerning  the  busi- 
ness of  defendant ; but  it  was  proved  that  defendant  before  leaving 
agreed  to  give  this  covenant,  and  told  the  attorney  of  it,  in  consequence 
of  which  the  latter  executed  the  deed,  and  received  the  money.  Held , 
that  under  these  circumstances  the  authority  was  sufficient,  and  de- 
fendant could  not  refuse  to  be  bound  by  the  covenant. 

As  to  the  giving  time,  it  was  shewn  that  when  the  mortgage  fell  due  the 
plaintiff  told  W.,  the  mortgagor,  that  he  would  wait  on  his  paying  12 
per  cent.  No  time  was  settled,  but  W.  signed  two  notes  for  £24  each, 
for  one  year’s  interest,  which  he  paid,  and  afterwards  two  others,  on 
which  the  plaintiff  had  sued  and  obtained  judgment.  Nothing  was  said 
about  defendant’s  liability  when  this  arrangement  was  made,  and  de- 
fendant was  not  aware  of  it  until  long  after.  The  court  being  left  to 
draw  the  same  inferences  as  a jury  : 

Held,  that  the  equitable  plea  was  proved,  and  defendant  discharged. 

Declaration,  that  the  defendant  by  deed  did  bargain,  sell, 
and  assign,  &c.,  unto  David  Darling,  the  testator,  his 
heirs,  executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  as  well  a certain 
indenture  of  mortgage  made  by  one  James  Wallace,  and 
dated  the  1st  of  July,  1855,  for  securing  the  payment  of 
the  sum  of  4M00,  three  years  from  the  date  thereof,  with 
interest  thereon  half  yearly,  as  also  the  lands  and  premises 
in  the  said  indenture  of  mortgage  contained,  and  the  principal 
money  and  interest  thereby  secured ; and  the  defendant 
did  thereby  covenant,  promise,  and  agree  to  and  with  the 
said  David  Darling,  his  executors  and  administrators,  that 
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the  said  James  Wallace  should  well  and  truly  pay  to  the  said 
David  Darling,  his  executors  or  administrators,  the  said 
principal  sum  of  ^400  and  interest  when  and  as  the  same 
should  become  due,  and  that  upon  default  made  by  the  said 
James  Wallace  in  such  true  and  punctual  payment,  he,  the 
said  defendant,  would  well  and  truly  pay  and  discharge  the 
said  sum  of  money  and  interest.  And  the  plaintiff  averred 
that  although  the  time  for  payment  of  the  said  principal  sum, 
according  to  the  said  mortgage,  had  elapsed  before  the  com- 
mencement of  this  suit,  and  although  the  said  J ames  Wallace 
had  made  default  in  payment  of  the  said  principal  sum  of 
i>400,  and  interest  thereon  as  aforesaid,  from  the  1st  of  July, 
1859,  and  the  same  was  still  in  arrear  and  unpaid,  yet  the 
defendant  had  not  paid  the  same,  or  any  part  thereof,  either 
to  the  said  David  Darling  in  his  lifetime,  or  to  the  plaintiff, 
as  such  executor  as  aforesaid,  since  the  death  of  the  said 
David  Darling. 

Plea,  on  equitable  grounds,  that  the  defendant  did  by  the 
said  deed  in  the  declaration  mentioned  covenant  as  in  the 
declaration  is  alleged  as  the  surety  only  of  the  said 
James  Wallace,  to  secure  to  the  said  David  Darling  the 
principal  money  and  interest  mentioned  in  the  said  indenture 
of  mortgage  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  by  the  said 
deed  of  the  defendant  assigned  to  the  said  David  Darling, 
as  in  the  declaration  alleged  ; and  when  the  said  deed  was 
made  and  delivered  by  the  defendant  to  the  said  David 
Darling,  it  was  so  executed  and  delivered  by  the  said  defend- 
ant as  such  surety  only,  and  the  said  David  Darling  then 
knew  that  he,  the  defendant,  was  only  surety  as  aforesaid 
for  the  said  James  Wallace,  and  then  accepted  him  as  such 
surety;  and  the  said  William  Darling  did  afterwards, without 
the  consent  or  knowledge  of  the  defendant,  and  for  good  and 
sufficient  consideration  in  that  behalf,  agree  with  the  said 
James  Wallace  to  give  him,  and  then  accordingly  gave  him, 
time  for  the  payment  of  the  said  money  and  interest  secured 
by  the  said  indenture  of  mortgage,  and  by  the  said  deed  of 
defendant  as  such  surety  as  aforesaid,  beyond  the  time  when 
the  same  was  due  and  payable ; whereby  and  by  reason 
whereof  the  defendant  has  been  and  is  released  and  dis- 
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charged  from  all  liability  to  pay  the  said  money  and  interest 
so  secured  as  aforesaid,  or  any  part  thereof,  to  the  plaintiff. 

Demurrer,  on  the  grounds  that  it  is  not  stated  in  nor  does 
it  appear  from  said  plea  what  the  consideration  for  the 
alleged  agreement  to  give  time  was  : that  it  does  not  apear 
that  the  said  alleged  agreement  was  under  seal,  or  even  in 
writing,  and  that  according  to  the  rules  of  pleading  such 
supposed  agreement,  being  relied  upon  in  a plea,  must,  in 
the  absence  of  any  allegation  to  the  contrary,  be  held  to  have 
been  merely  by  parol,  which  is  not  sufficient  to  control  and 
alter  an  instrument  under  seal,  and  is  void  as  an  agreement 
to  give  time  in  such  a case,  and  would  have  been  no  answer 
to  an  action  of  covenant  against  the  said  James  Wallace  at 
any  time  after  the  said  mortgage  matured : that  it  sufficiently 
appears  from  the  declaration  that  the  said  covenant  of  the 
defendant  was  not  entered  into  by  him  as  surety  for  the 
said  James  Wallace,  but  as  principal : that  it  does  not 
appear  in  or  by  the  said  equitable  plea  how  the  defendant 
was  in  any  way  prejudiced  by  the  alleged  giving  of  time. 

The  plaintiff,  in  addition  to  the  plea  demurred  to,  pleaded 
non  est  factum , and  besides  demurring  to  the  plea  before  set 
out,  he  replied,  1.  Denying  the  alleged  agreement  with 
Wallace  to  give  time ; 2.  That  defendant  entered  into  the 
covenant  as  principal,  not  as  surety.  8.  That  after  the 
supposed  giving  of  time  defendant  ratified  the  agreement 
and  applied  for  further  time. 

At  the  trial  at  Toronto,  before  McLean,  J.,  it  appeared 
that  the  defendant  sold  a lot  of  land  to  one  James  Wallace, 
and  took  from  him  the  mortgage  mentioned,  dated  the  1st 
of  July,  1855,  to  secuseiMOO  of  the  purchase  money.  The 
money  was  payable  in  three  years  from  the  date,  with 
interest  half  yearly. 

The  testator  paid  ^6352  for  the  mortgage.  The  solicitor 
who  negotiated  the  purchase  of  the  mortgage  from  David 
Darling  as  an  investment,  swore  upon  the  trial  of  this  case 
that  he  would  not  have  made  the  purchase  if  the  defendant 
had  not  consented  to  covenant  that  the  mortgage  debt  should 
be  punctually  paid  by  Wallace ; that  the  defendant,  who 
was  then  about  to  leave  Canada  for  England,  agreed  so  to 
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covenant,  and  told  him  that  he  would  give  a power  of  attor- 
ney to  Mr.  Hector  Cameron,  his  agent,  that  would  enable 
him  to  carry  out  the  terms  agreed  upon.  Some  time  after 
defendant  had  gone  the  assignment  was  executed  by  Mr. 
Hector  Cameron  in  the  name  of  the  defendant,  and  the  pur- 
chase money  was  paid  by  Darling’s  solicitor  into  his  hands. 

The  power  of  attorney  was  produced.  It  was  dated  the 
25th  of  August,  1855,  and  gave  general  authority  to  the 
attorney  to  collect  debts  and  give  receipts,  and  to  commence 
such  actions  for  the  recovery  of  debts  as  he  should  think 
expedient,  “ And  generally  to  sign,  seal,  and  execute  all  such 
deeds,  conveyances,  assurances,  papers,  documents,  and 
writings,  and  to  make,  do,  perform  and  transact  all  such  acts, 
matters  and  things  whatsoever,  as  may  be  considered  neces- 
sary or  proper  touching,  relating  to,  or  concerning  the 
business  andaffairs  of  the  said  A.  N.  McLean,  in  all  respects, 
and  to  all  intents  and  purposes  whatsoever,  as  effecutually  as 
he,  the  said  A.  N.  McLean,  could  do  the  same  if  he  were 
personally  present and  it  concluded  thus,  “ and  all  and 
whatsoever  my  said  attorney  shall  lawfully  do  or  cause  to  be 
done  in  the  premises  by  virtue  hereof,  I,  the  said  A.  N.  Mc- 
Lean, hereby  agree  to  ratify  and  confirm.” 

Mr.  Cameron  swore  upon  the  trial  that  this  power  he 
thought  was  given  to  him  as  a general  authority  to  act  for 
the  plaintiff,  rather  than  with  any  special  view  to  this  trans- 
action, but  that  the  defendant  had  spoken  to  him  of  this 
matter  before  he  left,  stating  what  he  had  agreed  to  do  ; and 
that  he,  the  witness,  would  not  have  executed  the  assignment, 
containing  such  a covenant  as  it  did,  if  he  had  not  been 
expressly  instructed  as  he  was  to  do  so. 

James  Wallace  was  called  by  defendant  to  prove  his 
equitable  plea,  and  he  stated  that  after  the  assignment 
of  his  mortgage  he  paid  this  plaintiff  the  interest  accru- 
ing upon  it  for  some  time ; and  afterwards,  either  shortly 
before  or  after  the  time  for  paying  the  debt,  he  asked 
the  plaintiff  whether  he  should  require  payment  of  the 
principal  punctually  at  the  day  : that  the  plaintiff  said 
it  would  not  be  necessary,  provided  he  would  pay  the 
proper  value  for  the  money,  which  was  coming  to  the 
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estate  of  his  brother  (the  testator  :)  that  some  time  after  he 
informed  the  witness  that  if  he  would  consent  to  pay  12 
per  cent,  interest,  he  would  agree  to  let  the  money  lie  over 
for  a length  of  time,  not  saying  how  long : that  he,  the 
witness  accepted  those  terms  : that  two  notes  were  sent  to 
him  by  the  plaintiff  to  sign,  one  dated  the  1st  of  July,  1858, 
and  one  1st  of  January  1859,  each  being  for  £24,  and  pay- 
able in  six  months,  to  cover  interest  at  12  per  cent,  on  the 
£400,  for  the  year  1858 : that  he  signed  the  notes  and  sent 
them  to  the  plaintiff,  and  paid  them  at  maturity : that  he 
had  searched  for  the  notes, but  could  not  find  them.  He  stated 
further  that  the  plaintiff  afterwards  sent  up  to  other  notes, 
dated  1st  of  July,  1859,  and  1st  of  January,  1860,  each  for 
£24,  to  cover  the  interest  at  12  per  cent,  up  to  the  1st  of 
July,  1860;  that  he  had  not  paid  these  notes,  and  had 
been  sued  upon  them,  and  the  plaintiff  had  received  judg- 
ment for  them,  which  was  still  in  force,  and  had  been  regis- 
tered so  as  to  bind  his,  the  witness’,  lands  : that  the  plaintiff 
liad  also  sued  him  in  the  defendant’s  name  on  the  mortgage, 
and  had  recovered  judgment. 

He  swore  that  nothing  was  said  about  this  defendant’s 
liability  for  the  debt  at  the  time  he  made  the  arrangement 
for  time  with  the  plaintiff,  and  that  he  was  not  aware  that  de- 
fendant had  made  himself  liable  for  it.  Pie  stated  that  if  the 
plaintiff  had  insisted  on  the  debt  being  paid  by  him  when 
it  fell  due,  he  could  have  paid  it,  being  then  more  able  to  do 
so  than  at  present,  in  consequence  of  the  fall  in  the  value 
of  real  property  ; and  that  he  had  paid  the  plaintiff  all  the 
interest  up  to  the  time  it  became  due.  He  had  never  told 
the  defendant,  he  said,  of  time  having  been  given  to  him  by 
the  plaintiff  before  October  last,  when  he  heard  that  defend- 
ant had  been  sued.  He  repeated  that  no  certain  period 
was  fixed  between  him  and  the  plaintiff  for  paying  the  debt, 
but  only  that  the  plaintiff  would  wait  if  the  witness  would 
p>ay  12  per  cent,  interest,  as  he  did. 

The  defendant  was  called  as  a witness  by  the  plaintiff,  and 
he  stated  in  effect  that  he  had  consented  to  engage  for  the 
payment  by  Wallace,  but  had  forgotten  it  till  he  was  pressed 
for  payment  by  the  plaintiff,  and  then  Wallace  offered  to 
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give  additional  security,  or  to  let  the  lot  be  sold  to  pay  the 
debt.  Wallace  stated  to  him  that  the  plaintiff  had  waited 
two  years,  but  said  nothing  about  its  being  upon  certain 
terms,  or  his  having  given  notes  for  additional  interest.  This 
was  first  told  him  in  October  last.  He  swore  that  any  offers 
of  his  to  the  plaintiff’s  attorney  to  give  security,  when  they 
pressed,  were  made  in  ignorance  of  what  has  taken  place 
between  the  plaintiff  and  Wallace  as  to  the  notes. 

The  parties  at  the  conclusion  of  the  case  consented  that  a 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff  should  be  entered  for  $1754.9,  sub- 
ject to  the  opinion  of  this  court,  which  should  have  power 
to  draw  the  same  inferences  as  a jury  might,  and  to  reduce 
the  verdict,  if  in  their  opinion  it  ought  to  be  reduced. 

The  demurrer  and  the  case  upon  the  verdict  were  argued 
together. 

R.  A.  Harrison , for  the  plaintiff,  cited  Davey  v.  Pren- 
dergrass,  5 B.  & Al.  187  ; Woosnam  v.  Price,  1 Cr.  & M. 
852 ; Ashbee  v.  Pidduck,  1 M.  & W.  564 ; Strong  v.  Fos- 
ter, 17  C.  B.  201;  Pooley  v.  Harradine,  7 E.  & B.  431; 
Bayner  v.  Fussey,  4 H.  & N.  861 ; Perry  v.  Holl,  2 L.  T. 
Bep.  N.  S.  259,  585 ; McLemore  v.  Powell,  12  Wheat. 
554  ; Creath’s  Administrator  v.  Sims,  5 How.  192 ; Bailey 
v.  Adams,  10  N.  Hamp.  162  ; Blake  v.  White,  1 Y.  & C. 
420;  Cro.  Eliz.  852;  Ford  v.  Beech,  11  Q.  B.  842,  870, 
871 ; Frazer  v.  Jordan,  8 E.  & B.  303,  308,  309  ; Clark 
v.  Devlin,  3 B.  & P.  363  ; Cowper  v.  Smith,  4 M.  & W. 
519 ; Wall  v.  Cockerell,  3 L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  490  ; Mayhew 
v.  Crickett,  2 Swanst.  185. 

Trew,  for  defendant,  cited  Taylor  v.  Burgess,  29  L.  J. 
Ex.  7 ; Attwood  v.  Munnings,  7 B.  & C.  278 ; Story  on 
Agency  Sec.  62;  Hogg  v.  Snaith,  1 Taunt.  347,  351 ; Stor. 
Equ.  Jur.,  Sec.  883. 

Bobinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

First,  as  to  the  demurrer,  we  think  it  results  from  the 
very  terms  of  the  defendant’s  contract  as  set  out  in  the 
declaration  that  he  was  but  a surety  for  Wallace,  the  prin- 
cipal debtor,  for  his  covenant  was  that  Wallace  should  pay, 
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and  that  in  case  of  Wallace  making  default,  then  he,  the 
defendant,  would  pay. 

It  was  not  necessary  to  aver,  as  is  done  in  the  plea,  that 
the  testator,  David  Darling,  knew  that  the  defendant  was 
a surety  only,  for  the  transaction  plainly  shewed  that  on 
the  face  of  it. 

We  think  also  that  the  plea  is  a good  equitable  defence. 

The  consideration  is  not  usually  stated  in  such  defences 
more  particularly  than  it  is  here,  though  in  pleas  set  up  as  a 
legal  bar,  as  in  actions  against  endorsers  of  notes,  and  upon 
guarantees,  in  which  cases  courts  of  law  entertain  the  de- 
fence on  the  same  principles  as  courts  of  equity  do,  it  is 
usual  to  state  the  consideration  in  order  to  shew  a binding 
agreement  to  give  time.  In  Strong  v.  Foster,  (17  C.  B.  201,) 
the  plea  was  in  this  respect  like  the  present,  and  so  also 
Pooley  y.  Harradine,  (7  E.  & B.  431.)  There  is  nothing  in 
our  opinion,  therefore,  in  the  first  exception  taken  to  the  plea. 

The  second  objection  is  that  the  agreement  to  give  time 
may  for  all  that  appears  have  been  by  parol,  and  if  so  it 
could  not  have  relieved  Wallace  from  his  covenant  to  pay 
on  the  days  named  in  it,  but  that  objection  is  also  untena- 
ble. Courts  of  equity  make  no  distinction  in  such  cases 
between  engagements  under  seal  and  those  by  parol.  If  a 
mortgagee  were  to  extend  the  time  for  paying  the  debt,  and 
take  notes  payable  at  more  distant  days,  he  would  not  be 
allowed  to  enforce  his  demand  for  the  money  till  the  notes 
fell  due.  The  case  of  Bees  v.  Berrington,  (2  Yes.  Junr. 
542,)  is  a clear  authority  on  that  point. 

The  third  exception  we  have  already  noticed.  It  is  plain 
on  the  contract  of  defendant  with  the  plaintiff,  as  set  out  in 
the  declaration,  that  the  plaintiff  stood  in  the  position  of  a 
surety  for  Wallace.  He  made  himself  liable  in  case  of 
Wallace’s  default,  and  his  engagement  was  not  to  pay  him- 
self, as  the  primary  debtor,  but  that  Wallace  should  pay. 
The  only  difference,  on  reflection,  between  this  case  and  that 
of  any  other  surety  for  the  payment  of  money,  is  that  the 
defendant  became  surety  in  consequence  of  having  an 
original  transaction  with  Wallace  on  his  own  account  by 
the  sale  of  the  mortgage  ; but  his  undertaking  that  the  debt 
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should  be  paid  by  Wallace,  or  by  liimseif,  was  not  neces- 
sarily a part  of  the  transaction.  The  plaintiff  exacted  from 
him  that  he  should  guarantee  the  payment  by  Wallace  or  he 
would  not  buy  the  mortgage,  and  the  defendant  agreed  to  it, 
but  this  only  shews  how  he  came  to  be  surety  for  Wallace, 
it  does  not  make  him  the  less  a surety,  nor  deprive  him  of 
any  equitable  or  legal  protection  to  which  sureties  are  enti- 
tled. 

The  last  exception  is  that  the  plea  does  not  state  that  the 
defendant  was  prejudiced  by  time  having  been  given  to 
Wallace.  That  is  sometimes,  not  always,  stated  in  pleas  of 
this  description.  When  the  agreeing  to  give  time  to  the 
principal  operates  as  a discharge  of  the  surety,  it  is  not  a 
necessary  part  of  the  defence  that  the  surety  has  been  pre- 
judiced by  the  agreement,  (a) 

It  is  laid  down  in  many  cases  in  the  broadest  terms  that 
when  time  has  been  given,  by  which  is  meant  when  the 
creditor  has  engaged  to  give  time  and  has  given  it,  the 
surety  will  be  held  discharged,  though  it  be  proved  that  the 
time  was  given  in  consequence  of  the  principal’s  inability  to 
pay,  or  that  no  injury  had  accrued,  or  even  that  it  was  mani- 
festly for  the  surety’s  advantage  ; for  it  is  held  that  the 
surety  himself  is  the  proper  judge,  and  has  alone  the  right 
to  determine  what  is  or  is  not  for  his  benefit. 

If  one,  therefore,  be  surety  by  bond  for  the  debt  of 
another  payable  at  a given  day,  and  the  obligee  take  pro- 
missory notes  payable  at  a subsequent  period,  he  thereby 
discharges  the  surety.  Mr.  Story  in  his  treatise  on  Equity 
Jurisprudence,  sec.  888,  cited  on  the  part  of  the  defendant, 
states  this  as  the  result  of  the  authorities,  and  so  also  does 
Mr.  Pitman  in  his  work  on  Principal  and  Surety,  p.  171, 
and  the  cases  cited  by  him  fully  support  him. 

The  defendant  is  entitled,  we  think,  to  judgment  on  the 
demurrer. 

As  to  the  verdict,  the  first  question  is,  whether  the  plain- 
tiff was  entitled  to  succeed  on  the  plea  of  non  est  factum. 
This  brings  up  the  point  whether  the  power  of  attorney  given 

(a)  See  Chy.  on  Pig.  III.,  113,  162;  Rees  v.  Berrington,  2 Yes.  Junr. 
542  ; Nisbet  v.  Smith,  2 Br.  C.  C.  579  ; Skip  v.  Huey,  3 Atk.  91. 
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by  defendant  to  Mr.  Hector  Cameron  gave  him  authority  to 
make  the  deed  which  he  did  make  in  the  defendant’s  name. 

It  did  not  in  terms  give  him  power  to  see  mortgages 
belonging  to  the  defendant,  still  less  to  covenant  in  his  name 
that  the  mortgagors  would  pay  punctually  the  debt  secured 
by  them  ; but  when  it  is  shewn  by  evidence,  and  indeed  not 
denied,  but  admitted  by  the  defendant  himself,  that  he  had 
himself  personally  before  his  departure  agreed  with  the 
plaintiff  to  sell  him  the  mortgage  of  Wallace,  and  to  under- 
take that  Wallace  should  pay  the  debt,  and  when  it  is 
further  proved  that  the  defendant  instructed  his  attorney  to 
do  exactly  what  he  did,  then  we  think  the  making  of  the 
deed  became  one  of  those  matters  and  things  which  “ it  was 
necessary  and  proper  for  his  attorney  to  do  concerning  the 
business  and  affairs”  of  his  principal ; and  the  defendant, 
after  receiving  the  money  which  he  agreed  to  take  for  the 
mortgage,  could  not  be  allowed  to  dispute  the  validity  of  the 
assignment  made  by  his  attorney  in  his  name,  and  to  dis- 
claim being  bound  by  the  special  undertaking  which  he 
admits  was  part  of  the  transaction,  though  he  had  at  that 
time  forgotten  it. 

As  to  the  second  issue  raised  by  one  of  the  replications, 
whether  the  plaintiff  did  or  did  not  agree  to  give  time  as  in 
the  plea  alleged,  we  think  it  was  clearly  proved  that  he  did 
so  agree,  for  it  was  shewn  that  he  agreed  at  least  to 
wait  while  the  two  notes  were  running,  which  he  took 
for  one  year’s  interest  at  twelve  per  cent.  It  would 
have  been  most  contrary  to  equity  if  he  had  pretended  that 
he  was  not  bound  to  wait  during  the  time  the  notes  were 
running.  A court  of  law  would  no  more  have  allowed  him  to 
sue  in  the  meantime  upon  his  mortgage  than  a court  of 
equity  would.  The  proceedings  would  have  been  stayed  if 
he  had  attempted  to  enforce  payment  of  the  mortgage  debt 
in  the  meantime.  The  plaintiff  did  nothing  so  unreasonable, 
and  having  in  fact  waited  not  only  while  those  notes  were 
running,  but  also  for  another  year,  while  the  two  notes  were 
running  which  were  afterwards  given  for  the  next  year’s 
interest,  the  jury  would  have  been  well  warranted  in  taking 
the  fact  of  his  having  waited  as  evidence  that  he  had  agreed 
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to  wait,  especially  when  the  facts  themselves  are  so  incon- 
sistent with  any  other  supposition. 

There  is  no  substantial  difference  between  taking  notes 
for  the  interest  only  and  notes  for  the  principal,  for  it  is 
the  effect  of  the  one  as  clearly  as  of  the  other  to  shew  an 
express  understanding  that  the  period  for  paying  the  debt 
itself  was  prolonged,  else  for  what  was  the  twelve  per  cent, 
to  be  paid  ? All  that  is  said  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  in  the 
case  referred  to  in  the  judgment  on  the  demurrer,  of  Rees 
v.  Berrington,  (2  Yes.  Junr.  540,)  applies  equally  to  this 
case,  for  there  the  original  debt  was  upon  a specialty,  and 
notes  had  been  taken  extending  the  time  of  payment. 

As  to  the  third  replication  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  defend- 
ant’s plea,  that  after  the  supposed  giving  of  time  the  de- 
fendant ratified  that  agreement,  and  promised  to  pay  the 
debt,  the  evidence  seems  to  shew  clearly  that  the  defendant 
knew  nothing  of  the  agreement  to  give  time  by  Wallace,  or 
that  any  thing  had  taken  place  between  them  which  could 
in  law  or  equity  operate  as  his  discharge  as  surety,  until 
after  he,  the  defendant,  was  sued  ; and  the  plaintiff  gave  no 
evidence  to  the  contrary,  nor  attempted  to  prove  that  there 
had  been  any  stipulation  that  tha  surety  was  not  to  be  dis- 
charged. 

In  truth  this  is  a strong  case  of  the  creditor  having  sub- 
stituted in  effect  a new  contract  with  his  debtor,  without  the 
consent  or  knowledge  of  the  surety.  If  he  was  content  to- 
do  so  for  a consideration  very  substantial  and  sufficient,  he 
cannot,  in  equity  at  least,  still  hold  the  surety  bound  to  see 
the  first  contract  carried  out.  A court  of  equity  would,  we 
think,  certainly  grant  a perpetual  injunction  against  suing, 
the  defendant  under  the  circumstances. 

Burns,  J.,  concurred. 

McLean,  J.,  gave  no  judgment. 

Judgment  for  defendant  on  demurrer. 

Postea  to  defendant. 
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Fellowes  v.  Hunter. 

Slander — Libel — Fraud  in  sale  of  land — Words  not  actionable — Pleading. 

The  first  count  set  out  that  the  plaintiff  was  a trader  in  the  purchase  and 
sale  of  land,  and  in  the  lending  of  money : that  the  defendant  had 
purchased  a lot  of  land  for  himself  and  the  plaintiff,  which  they  agreed 
to  divide  by  lot,  one  to  take  the  east  the  other  the  west  half,  the  latter 
being  of  most  value  : that  two  slips  of  paper  were  used,  marked  east 
half  and  west  half  respectively,  and  that  defendant  drew  the  east  half. 
And  it  was  alleged  that  in  speaking  of  the  plaintiff  in  reference  to  his 
said  trade  and  to  this  transaction,  defendant  had  asserted  that  the  slips 
were  prepared  by  the  plaintiff,  who  asked  the  defendant  to  draw  first, 
and  that  after  having  drawn  he  discovered  the  plaintiff  altering  the  E. 
on  the  other  slip  into  W.,  so  that  in  fact  both  had  E£  on  them,  and  de» 
fendant  was  thereby  precluded  from  getting  any  thing  but  the  east  half. 
In  another  count,  after  stating  the  same  trick,  defendant  was  alleged  to 
have  added,  “It  then  struck  me  I was  swindled.”  And  in  another,  he 
was  said  to  have  prefaced  the  relation  with  “ He  cheated  me  out  of  100 
acres  oiland,”  and  concluded  by  saying,  “ So  he  cheated  and  swindled 
me  out  of  the  lot.” 

Held,  on  demurrer,  that  no  cause  of  action  was  shewn,  for  the  words 
alleged  in  the  first  count  could  not  be  treated  as  spoken  of  the  plaintiff 
in  any  trade  or  business,  but  in  a private  transaction  ; and  the  additional 
words  stated  in  the  other  counts  were  not  of  themselves  actionable. 

A fifth  count  charged  defendant  with  saying  that  one  M.,  at  the  time  of 
the  election,  had  mortgaged  his  property  to  the  plaintiff  without  con- 
sideration, and  that  the  plaintiff  afterwards  foreclosed  and  took  it  from 
him  without  paying  any  thing,  and  adding,  “ The  fact  is  he  is  a villain 
and  a thundering  thief.”  Held,  not  actionable. 

The  sixth  count  was  for  a libel,  in  which  the  defendant  had  stated  that 
the  plaintiff  stood  charged  with  the  crime  of  forgery,  committed  not 
against  one  man  but  a whole  community.  Defendant  pleaded,  justifying 
this  charge  by  setting  out  at  length  a fraud  committed  by  the  plaintiff 
and  others  at  an  election  by  falsifying  the  poll  books,  and  inserting 
fictitious  votes,  and  his  trial  and  conviction  therefor  ; and  he  alleged 
that  this  was  what  he  referred  to  in  that  part  of  the  libel,  and  was  under- 
stood to  mean  by  all  to  whom  it  was  published. 

Held,  sufficient. 

This  was  an  action  for  slander  and  libel. 

The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated  in  substance  that 
the  plaintiff  was  a trader  in  the  purchase  and  sale  of  land, 
and  in  the  lending  of  money,  and  had  always  carried  on  the 
said  trade  with  integrity,  &c. ; that  in  the  prosecution  of 
such  trade  he  purchased  by  and  through  the  defendant,  hut 
in  defendant’s  name,  from  one  P.,  and  defendant  in  his  own 
name  purchased  for  the  plaintiff  from  said  P.,  one  undivided 
half  of  lot  19,  in  the  first  concession  of  Caledonia,  and  de- 
fendant purchased  for  himself  the  other  half ; that  it  was 
agreed  between  them  that  defendant  should  give  the  plaintiff 
a deed  of  his  half,  for  which  the  plaintiff  had  paid  one-half 
of  the  purchase  money  paid  to  said  P.,  and  that  as  the  west 


FELLOWES  Y.  HUNTER. 


883 


half  was  of  more  value  than  the  east  half,  it  should  be 
decided  by  lot  who  should  have  it : that  two  slips  of  paper 
were  used  with  the  word  “EJ”  on  one,  and  “ WJ  ” on  the 
other,  which  were  put  into  a hat ; and  that  defendant  drew 
the  east  half,  and  thereupon  conveyed  to  the  plaintiff  the  west 
half.  The  count  then  charged  that  the  defendant  afterwards, 
contriving  to  vex  the  plaintiff  in  his  said  trade  and  business, 
and  otherwise,  in  a certain  discourse  with  one  L.,  of  and 
concerning  the  plaintiff,  and  of  and  concerning  the  plaintiff 
in  his  said  trade  and  business,  and  in  the  said  purchase  of 
right  to  and  ballotting  for  the  division  of  said  lot,  and 
obtaining  the  west  half  thereof,  spoke  to  him  of  and  con- 
cerning the  plaintiff,  and  of  and  concerning  him  in  his  said 
trade,  &c.,  the  following  false,  malicious,  and  defamatory 
words  : “I  will  tell  you  a matter  that  occurred  between 
him  and  me.  I bought  a lot  of  land  at  Caledonia  Springs. 
After  I bought  it,  he  said  to  me,  you  have  made  a good 
speculation.  I said,  if  you  think  so  you  can  have  one  half, 
which  was  agreed  to.  We  arranged  to  divide  the  lot  by  east 
and  west  halves.  The  west  half  was  the  best.  It  was  pro- 
posed by  him,  and  agreed  to  by  me,  to  toss  up  as  to  who 
should  get  either  half.  He  afterwards  said  we  had  better 
draw  lots,  which  I agreed  to.  He  prepared  two  slips  of 
paper,  which  were  to  have  EJ  on  one,  and  WJon  the  other, 
and  said  as  he  had  made  them  I had  better  draw  first.  I 
drew  and  got  one  with  EJ  on  it.  Supposing  all  right,  I 
turned  round  to  light  my  cigar,  but  turning  back  suddenly 
I saw  him  altering  the  E.  on  the  other  slip  into  W.,  so  that 
both  of  them  had  E J on  them,  and  I was  thereby  precluded 
from  getting  any  but  the  east  half.” 

The  second  count  charged  the  conversation  to  have  been 
with  one  P.,  concerning  the  plaintiff,  in  his  trade,  &c.,  and 
the  defamatory  words  were  in  substance  a statement  of  the 
same  trick  or  fraud  as  set  out  in  the  first  count. 

The  third  count  was  to  the  same  effect,  except  that  these 
words  were  added,  “ It  then  struck  me,  (that  is,  on  discov- 
ering the  plaintiff  in  the  act  of  altering  the  letter  on  the 
slip,)  that  I was  swindled.” 

The  fourth  count  alleged  a statement  by  defendant  of  the 
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same  contrivance,  but  prefaced  by  the  words,  “ He  cheated 
me  out  of  one  hundred  acres  of  land,”  and  concluding  with 
“ So  he  cheated  and  swindled  me  out  of  the  lot.” 

In  the  fifth  count  the  charge  was  that  defendant  spoke  of 
the  plaintiff  in  his  said  trade,  in  the  following  words  : 
“ McCaul  about  the  time  of  the  election,  made  over  his 
property  by  mortgage  to  Fellowes,  without  a fraction  of 
consideration.  Fellowes  has  since  foreclosed  upon  him,  and 
taken  the  farm  from  him.  The  fact  is,  he  is  a villain  and 
a thundering  thief,  a villainous  thief,  a thief.” 

The  sixth  count  was  for  a libel  contained  in  a letter 
addressed  by  defendant  to  the  editor  of  a newspaper,  and 
published  therein.  It  contained  various  charges  against  the 
plaintiff,  and  began  thus : “ Sir — I see  the  hero  of  the  Cam- 
bridge fraud  ” (meaning  the  plaintiff)  “ is  again  in  town. 
Though  convicted  in  the  judgment  of  every  man  in  this 
community  of  conduct  which  must  make  his  name  for  years 
to  come  a by-word  for  all  that  is  unprincipled,  he  walks 
about  with  as  brazen  a face  and  defiant  a port  as  ever. 
Let  us  see  which  of  our  citizens  will  give  him  the  hand  of 
fellowship.  If  there  be  any  disposed  to  do  so  let  them 
beware,  for  their  own  reputations  are  in  danger.  This  man 
stands  charged  with  instigating  and  aiding  in  the  commis- 
sion of  a crime,  even  the  crime  of  forgery,  and  forgery 
committed  not  against  one  man  but  against  a whole  com- 
munity, and  committed  not  in  one  solitary  instance,  and 
under  strong  temptations,  but  in  many  instances,  and  with- 
out any  other  temptations  than  the  lust  of  office,  and  a total 
disregard  of  all  obligations  of  law  and  justice.*  Let  them, 
too,  reflect,  that  to  screen  this  forgery jhe  subsequently  sub- 
orned his  accomplices  in  crime  to  commit  even  on  the  floor 
of  the  legislature  the  most  deliberate  and  palpable  perjury, 
&c.  Forgery,  perjury,  and  deliberate  premeditated  swind- 
ling must  all  be  laid  to  his  charge.” 

And  it  was  alleged  that  by  reason  of  the  premises  many 
persons  had  refused  to  have  any  transaction  or  discourse 
with  the  plaintiff  in  his  trade  or  otherwise. 

The  defendant  demurred  to  the  first  four  counts,  alleging 
as  grounds  of  demurrer  that  the  words  charged  were  not 
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actionable  : that  the  alleged  trade  or  business  of  the  plain- 
tiff is  not  a trade  or  business  recognized  by  law,  so  as  to 
make  said  words,  or  any  of  them,  actionable : that  said 
words  were  not  spoken  or  published  of  any  matters  or 
transactions  in  the  plaintiff’s  said  trade  or  business:  that 
it  is  not  shewn  how  said  matters  or  transactions,  the  sub- 
ject of  said  words,  were  in  any  way  connected  with  the 
plaintiff’s  said  trade  or  business,  or  how  they  were  preju- 
dicial to  him  therein,  as  in  fact  they  were  not. 

And  he  demurred  also  to  the  fifth  count  on  the  same 
grounds,  and  because  the  words  “thief  and  villain”  do  not 
impute  or  charge  any  crime  against  the  plaintiff,  but  are  to 
be  read  in  connexion  with  the  preceding  words  in  said 
count,  and  are  but  an  inference  or  conclusion  from  the 
transaction  previously  mentioned. 

To  the  sixth  count,  as  to  the  words  there  mentioned  as 
contained  in  the  libel  to  the*,  and  to  so  much  of  any  other 
part  of  the  said  alleged  libellous  matters  as  imputed  or  ap- 
peared to  impute  to  the  plaintiff  forgery,  the  defendant 
pleaded,  setting  out  at  length  the  frauds  committed  at  the 
election  of  the  plaintiff,  in  the  township  of  Cambridge,  and 
the  falsifying  the  poll  books,  &c.,  in  which  defendant  was 
implicated,  which  will  be  found  fully  stated  in  the  report 
of  the  criminal  proceedings  against  him  therefor,  Eegina  v. 
Fellowes,  (19  U.  C.  R.  48) : and  defendant  alleged  that  the 
charge  of  forgery,  or  of  forgery  committed  against  a whole 
community,  and  committed  in  many  instances,  in  any  way 
imputed  in  the  said  alleged  libellous  matter  pleaded  to,  was 
the  falsifying  the  said  poll  books,  and  the  falsely  and  frau- 
dulently entering  and  recording,  and  causing  to  be  entered 
and  recorded  in  said  poll  book  from  time  to  time,  and  at 
many  times  during  the  election,  of  the  false,  fraudulent,  and 
fictitious  names  and  votes,  and  the  plaintiff’s  connexion 
therewith,  and  was  so  meant  and  intended  by  said  defendant 
in  the  said  libel,  and  was  so  understood  by  all  to  whom  it 
was  published  ; and  that  the  plaintiff  was  afterwards  duly 
convicted  and  sentenced  for  said  conspiracy. 

To  this  plea  defendant  demurred,  on  the  ground  that  the 
defendant  admitted  by  it  that  he  charged  the  plaintiff  with  the 
25  u.  c.  q.  b.  20 
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crime  of  forgery,  but  ought  to  qualify  the  charge  by  alleging 
that  he  intended  and  was  understood  to  intend  a different 
charge,  which  was  not  forgery ; that  forgery  is  a distinct 
crime  known  to  the  law,  and  that  it  is  no  justification  for 
defendant  to  allege  that  it  is  true  he  charged  the  plaintiff 
with  forgery,  but  that  he  intended  to  make  a charge  of  a 
different  nature. 

Richards , Q.C.,  for  the  demurrer,  cited  Cooke  on  Defama- 
tion, 17 ; Bellamy  v.  Burch,  16  M.  & W.  594  ; James  v. 
Brook,  9 Q.  B.  7 ; Ayre  v.  Craven,  2 A.  & E,  2 ; Hearne  v. 
Stowell,  12  A.  & E.  719 ; Brayne  v.  Cooper,  5 M.  & W. 
249  ; Lumby  v.  Allday,  1 Cr.  & J.  301 ; Pemberton  . Colls, 
10  Q.  B.  461 ; Hopwood  v.  Thorn,  8 C.  B.  293  ; Tighe  v. 
Hooper,  7 E.  & B.  639  ; Nixon  v.  Harvey,  8 Ir.  C.  L.  Rep. 
446. 

Anderson , contra,  cited  Hawk.  P.  C.  vol.  I.,  p.  318 ; 
Thomas  v.  Jackson,  3 Bing.  105. 

Robinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

We  do  not  think  the  first  count  can  be  held  to  contain 
words  slandering  the  plaintiff  in  his  trade  of  buying  and 
selling  land,  if  that  could  be  taken  to  be  a trade  within  the 
meaning  of  the  law  bearing  upon  such  a question  as  is  raised 
liere.  According  to  the  statement  in  the  first  count,  it  was 
the  defendant  who  acted  as  the  trader  in  buying  the  lot  from 
Pattee,  and  he  proposed,  after  he  had  bought  it,  that  the 
plaintiff  should  take  half.  That  was  only  such  a transaction 
as  might  take  place  by  any  individual  purchasing  a lot  of 
land  with  any  other  individual ; and  as  to  what  defendant  is 
charged  with  having  said  about  a trick  played  upon  him  by 
the  plaintiff  in  the  ballotting,  to  determine  which  should 
have  one  half  of  the  lot  and  which  the  other,  though  it 
would  have  been  a very  indecent  aspersion,  supposing  it  to 
be  untrue,  as  we  must,  since  the  defendant  has  not  pleaded 
truth  in  his  justification,  yet  we  think  we  cannot  call  such  a 
charge  slandering  of  a man  in  a trade  or  calling.  What  was 
charged  to  have  been  done  wrong  by  the  plaintiff  was  in  a 
single  transaction,  having  no  reference  to  any  one  trade 
more  than  another,  nor  to  any  trade,  unless  the  drawing  lots 
is  called  a trade,  which  it  is  surely  not.  It  would  be  illegal, 
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as  a general  rule,  under  the  lottery  acts,  but  such  a transac- 
tion as  that  in  question  would  be  an  exception,  being  merely 
a mode  of  partition  between  those  already  holding  a joint 
interest,  which  the  statute  against  lotteries  allows. 

The  second  count  is  bad,  we  think,  for  the  same  reasons 
as  the  first.  The  count  only  states  a private  transaction 
by  the  plaintiff  with  defendant,  for  acquiring  by  the  plain- 
tiff an  interest  in  100  acres,  and  imputing  to  him  a dis- 
honest action  for  getting  the  best  half,  but  cannot  be  treat- 
ed as  slandering  the  plaintiff  in  any  trade  or  business. 

The  third  count,  if  it  is  actionable  more  than  the  two 
preceding,  can  only  be  so  on  account  of  the  words,  “ It 
then  struck  me  I was  swindled .”  The  addition  of  the  words 
“ I was  swindled,”  do  not  make  the  words  in  this  count 
actionable,  if  they  would  not  be  actionable  without,  for  the 
word  “ swindling,”  or  “ swindler,”  per  se,  is  not  actionable, 
as  has  been  determined  in  Savile  v.  Jardine,  (2  H.  Bl.  531,) 
and  in  other  cases. 

The  fourth  count  is  for  saying  of  the  plaintiff,  and  of  and 
concerning  him  in  his  trade  and  business,  “ He  cheated  and 
swindled  me  out  of  the  lot,”  after  describing  the  alleged 
transaction  very  much  as  in  the  other  counts;  and  we  must 
say  of  this  count,  as  of  the  third,  that  the  words  charged 
in  it  are  not  more  actionable  in  themselves  than  those  in 
the  first  and  second  counts,  the  addition  of  the  words 
“ cheated  and  swindled  me  out  of  the  lot,”  not  being  action- 
able unless  spoken  of  a man  in  his  trade  or  profession ; and 
as  we  have  already  stated,  we  do  not  think  that  there  is 
any  such  allegation  of  a trade  or  business  as  can  lay  a 
claim  to  special  damages. 

The  fifth  count  charges  defendant  with  saying  of  the  plain- 
tiff that  about  the  time  of  the  election  one  McCaul  made 
over  his  property  by  mortgage  to  the  plaintiff,  without  a 
fraction  of  consideration,  and  that  the  plaintiff  afterwards 
foreclosed  upon  him,  and  took  the  farm  from  him,  not  pay- 
ing anything  at  all.  “ The  fact  is  he  is  a villain  and  a 
thundering  thief.”  The  words  here  charged  cannot  be  held 
actionable,  for  they  do  not  impute  an  indictable  offence.  It 
is  not  explained  that  the  defendant  was  in  any  manner 
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imposed  upon  when  he  gave  the  mortgage  to  the  plaintiff, 
and  there  have  been  not  a few  cases  in  which  a party  has 
transferred  or  mortgaged  his  property  to  another  for  some 
purpose  of  his  own,  perhaps  fraudulent,  and  has  found 
difficulty  in  obtaining  its  restitution  from  the  person  whom 
he  has  trusted;  but  it  cannot  be  assumed  that  in  all  such 
cases,  if  in  any,  the  person  receiving  the  voluntary  convey- 
ance is  liable  to  be  indicted  because  he  does  not  restore  the 
property.  People  sometimes  in  these  cases  fall  into  the 
pit  which  they  have  made  for  others. 

The  sixth  count  is  for  publishing  a libel  of  the  plaintiff. 
This  count  is  not  demurred  to,  but  the  defendant  pleads 
the  truth  of  the  charge  as  a justification,  and  the  plea  is 
demurred  to  by  the  plaintiff,  on  the  ground  that  it  is  plead- 
ed as  a justification  for  imputing  to  the  plaintiff  in  the 
the  alleged  libel,  the  crime  of  forgery,  whereas  the  facts 
which  the  defendant  relies  upon  in  his  plea  if  true  do  not 
prove  that  the  plaintiff  committed  what  the  law  treats  and 
regards  as  forgery,  and  therefore  they  do  not  warrant  the 
defendant  in  publishing  the  libel  complained  of. 

It  does  not  appear  to  us  that  the  plea  is  insufficient.  The 
defendant  only  undertakes  by  it  to  justify  certain  passages 
in  the  alleged  libel,  leaving  the  rest  unnoticed  in  the  plea. 
He  is  at  liberty  no  doubt  thus  to  confine  his  plea  to  particular 
parts  of  the  publication.  Then  the  question  is,  does  the  mat- 
ter stated  in  the  plea,  if  true,  (and  we  must  for  the  present 
assume  it  to  be  admitted  by  the  demurrer,)  bar  a recovery  of 
damages  against  him  for  what  is  stated  in  those  pages.  We 
think  the  defendant  must  be  allowed  to  say,  as  in  substance 
he  does,  “ When  I applied  the  expressions  which  I did  in 
the  passage  mentioned  in  the  plea,  and  when  I did  there  or 
elsewhere  in  the  libel  apply  to  his  conduct  the  term  ‘ forgery,’ 
I used  the  word  forgery  in  no  other  sense  than  as  charac- 
terising, according  to  my  ideas,  the  conduct  which  in  those 
passages  I was  imputing  to  the  plaintiff.”  In  actions  for 
slander  or  libel,  a particular  epithet  of  that  kind  may  be 
taken  in  a sense  mor^  or  less  grave  than  its  ordinary  mean- 
ing, by  understanding  it  in  connexion  with  the  context, 
which  will  generally  shew  in  what  sense  the  word  was 
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used.  The  libel,  as  the  plaintiff  has  set  it  out,  fortifies  the 
plea,  by  showing,  as  it  seems  to  us  to  do  very  plainly, 
that  the  defendant  did  not  mean  to  charge  the  plaintiff 
with  forgery  in  any  other  sense  than  as  a term  which  he 
thought  if  proper  to  apply  to  the  conduct  which  he  described; 
and  then  he  submits  to  the  court  and  jury  that  if  that  was 
properly  called  by  him  forgery,  then  he  published  what  was 
true,  and  if  it  was  not  properly  called  forgery,  then  the 
libel  must  be  understood  in  that  mitigated  sense,  that  he 
meant  only  to  charge  that  as  forgery  which  he  described, 
and  which  he  thus  enabled  the  public  to  judge  of  and  put 
their  own  construction  upon. 

He  says,  in  other  words,  ‘ ‘ I imputed  forgery  to  the  plaintiff, 
so  far  as  that  would  be  forgery,  and  I was  not  and  could  not 
be  understood  by  the  public  to  mean  any  thing  more.” 
Judgment  for  defendant  on  demurrer. 


Regina  v.  Moodie. 

Sheriff — Sale  of  deputation  of  his  office — Illegality — Forfeiture  of  office — 5 
& 6 Ed.  VI.,  ch.  16;  49  Geo.  III.,  cli.  126. 

The  defendant,  a sheriff,  agreed,  as  the  jury  found,  with  one  0.,  to  give 
him  all  the  fees  of  his  office,  except  for  certain  services  specified,  in 
consideration  of  which  0.  was  to  pay  him  £300  a year,  quarterly  in 
advance,  not  out  of  the  fees,  but  absolutely,  and  without  reference 
to  their  amount. 

Held,  clearly  an  agreement  prohibited  by  the  5 & 6 Ed.  VI.,  ch.  16,  and 
49  Geo.  III.,  ch.  126,  and  that  the  effect  of  it  was  to  forfeit  the  office 
upon  conviction  under  a proceeding  by  scire  facias. 

Held,  also,  that  the  evidence  stated  in  the  case  warranted  the  jury  in 
finding  that  the  agreement  was  in  the  terms  above  mentioned. 

This  was  a proceeding  by  scire  facias  at  the  suit  of  the 
Crown  against  the  defendant,  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Hast- 
ings, in  which  it  was  alleged  that  the  defendant  had  forfeited 
his  said  office  of  sheriff,  for  the  following  among  other 
reasons,  set  out  in  the  writ  of  scire  facias , namely,  first. — * 
That  the  defendant  did,  on  the  1st  of  May,  1856,  in  violation 
of  the  statutes  5 & 6 Ed.  VI.,  ch.  16,  and  49  Geo.  III.,  ch. 
126,  bargain  and  sell  his  said  office  of  sheriff  of  the  county  of 
Hastings,  or  some  part  thereof,  to  one  Dunham  Ockerman, 
and  unlawfully  received  and  took  money  therefor. 

Secondly. — That  the  said  defendant  did,  on  the  said  day, 
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in  violation  of  the  same  statutes,  bargain  and  sell  the  depu- 
tation of  his  said  office,  or  of  some  part  or  parcel  thereof,  to 
the  said  Dunham  Ockerman,  and  did  unlawfully  receive  and 
take  money  therefor. 

The  defendant  pleaded,  (among  other  pleas :)  1.  A 

traverse  of  his  appointment  to  the  said  office  of  sheriff.  2.  A 
denial  of  the  bargain  and  sale  of  his  said  office,  and  of  the 
receipt  of  money  therefor  as  alleged  ; and  8,  a denial  that 
the  defendant  bargained  and  sold  a deputation  of  his  said 
office,  or  of  any  part  thereof,  or  received  any  money  therefor, 
as  alleged. 

On  these  pleas  the  Crown  took  issue. 

At  the  trial,  at  Belleville,  before  Barns t J.,  the  following 
evidence  was  given  : 

Dunham  Ockerman. — About  the  1st  of  May,  1856, 1 made 
a bargain  with  defendant  about  his  office.  It  was  in  writing, 
and  executed  by  defendant  and  myself.  A bond  was  given 
by  myself,  Mr.  Ponton,  and  Mr.  Hutton.  They  were  exe- 
cuted in  duplicate.  The  defendant  took  one  set,  and  I left 
mine  with  Mr.Ponton  for  safe-keeping.  (Noticetoproducewas 
served.  Defendant  did  not  produce  his.)  I understood  from 
defendant, in  the  summer  of  1857,  that  he  had  burnt  his  copy 
for  fear  of  getting  into  the  hands  of  the  government.  He 
told  me  that  Mr.Dougall  had  made  a complaint  to  the  govern- 
ment, and  he  asked  me  to  burn  mine  also,  but  I did  not. 

William  II.  Ponton. — I was  an  attorney  in  May,  1856. 
I was  only  surety  for  Ockerman, and  as  such  had  conversation 
with  defendant.  I gave  my  opinion,  I have  no  doubt,  as  a 
friend  to  him.  I am  not  aware  that  defendant  consulted  any 
professional  person,  or  any  other  than  myself.  I charged 
defendant  nothing,  and  never  considered  I was  his  legal 
adviser.  From  the  hour  I executed  the  document  I have 
not  seen  it  since ; but  it  is  a fact  that  it  was  in  my  posses- 
sion, for  my  brother  found  it, and  he  gave  it  to  the  defendant, 
before  the  commencement  of  these  proceedings.  That  docu- 
ment was  inquired  for  by  Ockerman  also.  (Notice  to  pro- 
duce that  document  was  admitted  ; it  was  not  produced.) 

James  Ponton. — I found  the  document  in  my  brother’s 
office  about  two  months  ago.  I had  no  authority  to  give  it 
to  the  defendant,  but  I did  give  it  to  him  on  his  telling  me 
that  my  brother  said  he  should  have  it.  I found  that  was 
not  so,  and  I wrote  to  defendant  to  return  it  to  me, but  he  has 
not  done  it.  My  brother  was  in  the  outer  office  at  the  time. 
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William  Ponton. — I gave  no  authority  to  any  one  to  give 
that  document  to  defendant.  Whatever  arrangement  the  de- 
fendant and  Ockerman  may  have  had  has  ended  long  since. 

Dunham  Ockerman. — I read  over  the  document  myself, 
as  well  as  its  having  been  read.  I have  a perfect  recollection 
of  the  contents.  I was  to  pay  defendant  £300  a year,  quar- 
terly, in  advance,  and  I was  to  have  all  the  fees  of  the  office, 
except  land  tax  sales,  attending  courts,  and  the  elections. 
The  £800  a year  was  absolute,  not  to  depend  upon  the  fees 
at  all.  If  any  loss  it  was  mine.  The  agreement  was  to  take 
effect  on  the  1st  of  May,  1856,  to  last  one  year,  or  as  long 
after  as  we  agreed,  to  be  determined  by  either  party.  I en- 
tered in  on  that  agreement,  and  regularly  paid  the  defend- 
ant until  February,  1859.  I executed  the  office  faithfully, 
as  well  as  I knew  how.  He  took  no  part  in  the  business.  I 
defended  all  the  suits  on  my  own  responsibility,  and  if  a suit 
was  lost  I paid  it.  I executed  the  whole  office  of  sheriff,  with 
the  exception  of  what  I have  mentioned,  and  I received  all 
the  fees  for  my  own  benefit.  I received  a paper,  a power  of 
attorney  to  collect  fees,  recently.  I prove  his  hand  writing, 
dated  the  6th  of  November,  1860.  (Bead:)  (a)  I paid  all  the 
accounts  against  the  office.  Books  were  kept  in  the  office. 
First  I continued  on  with  his  books,  and  when  they  were 
filled  I bought  others  and  paid  for  them  myself.  I employ- 
ed the  clerks  in  the  office,  and  paid  them  myself,  and  paid 
all  printing  and  other  bills.  At  the  time  of  this  agreement 
I was  appointed  deputy- sheriff.  Previous  to  that  time  I 
had  occasionally  served  a process. 

Cross-examined. — Had  no  written  authority  as  deputy  at 
the  first  agreement.  Got  the  written  authority  about  two 
years  ago.  I did  not  make  any  estimate  of  fees,  &c.,  when 
I made  the  arrangement.  I thought  about  it,  and  expected 
to  make  enough  to  pay  and  compensate  myself.  I had  no 
idea  that  I was  doing  anything  illegal,  and  I suppose  the 
defendant  acted  in  the  same  manner.  I supposed  I was 
making  a fair  bargain,  and  he  supposed  the  same  thing. 
There  was  no  concealment  about  the  matter  in  any  way. 
The  £300  was  not  based  upon  any  idea  that  it  amounted  to 
half  of  the  fees,  but  I expected  to  pay  him,  and  reimburse 
myself  from  the  fees  of  office.  The  defendant  was  in  and 
out  of  the  office  at  times,  and  he  might  have  looked  at  the 
books  whenever  he  liked.  I had  no  person  employed  to  draw 
the  agreement.  I always  supposed  it  was  drawn  by  Mr. 
Hutton.  I first  objected  to  the  payment  in  advance,  but 
defendant  would  have  it  so,  and  I yielded.  The  agreement 

(a)  This  was  a power  of  attorney  to  collect  all  fees  due  to  the  office 
between  the  1st  of  May,  1856,  and  the  1st  of  February,  1859. 
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was  that  I was  to  have  all  the  fees,  except  those  reserved 
.already  mentioned.  I do  not  think  I made  anything  worth 
while  on  it.  When  the  arrangement  ceased,  we  then  en- 
tered into  another  arrangement.  Our  position  is  since 
•changed.  I have  no  ill-will  against  the  defendant.  The 
defendant  has  taken  the  business  out  of  my  hands  and 
employed  another  person.  I have  not  received  the  docu- 
ment since  it  was  executed,  but  I read  it  that  day,  and 
before.  I paid  the  defendant  $300  at  the  commencement, 
which  of  course  was  not  from  any  fees. 

W.  H.  Ponton. — My  recollection  of  the  contents  of  the 
agreement  is  not  exactly  as  stated  by  Ockerman.  The 
conversation  was  before  the  document  signed  that  £300 
was  to  be  paid,  but  that  was  based  upon  the  idea  of  what 
would  be  the  sheriff’s  half  of  the  fees ; but  the  £300  was 
not  to  depend  upon  any  contingency  whatever,  and  was  to 
be  paid  in  advance.  I never  read  the  paper  at  all;  do  not 
know  the  contents.  The  £300,  however,  was  a fixed  sum, 
whether  the  fee  amounted  to  only  £10.  Both  parties  sup- 
posed everything  legal  when  they  made  the  agreement. 

McKenzie  Boughs. — Printer.  Printed  for  the  sheriff’s 
office.  When  I presented  a bill  to  defendant  for  payment, 
he  said  part  of  it  was  to  be  paid  by  Ockerman.  I said 
perhaps  it  would  be  better  in  future  that  I should  charge 
Ockerman.  Before  1859,  the  payments  were  made  by 
defendant,  since  then  Ockerman  paid.  Ockerman  paid 
the  last  account. 

William  Harrison. — I was  book-keeper  in  the  sheriff’s 
Office.  Ockerman  employed  me.  Came  there  on  the  10th 
of  November,  1856.  Accounts  were  first  made  out  in  the 
name  of  Ockerman;  they  were  rejected,  and  then  they  were 
made  out  in  the  sheriff’s  name.  A book  of  services  of  writs 
was  kept,  which  book  was  Ockerman’s,  and  there  was  no 
setting  apart  of  a portion  of  the  fees;  Ockerman  took  all. 
The  sheriff  came  in  and  out  of  the  office  as  usual,  and  looked 
at  the  books. 

Robert  H.  Jones. — I was  present  in  July  or  August,  1857, 
at  a conversation  between  Ockerman  and  defendant.  They 
were  talking  about  the  complaint  which  Dougall  had  made 
to  government,  and  defendant  said  he  had  burnt  up  the 
bond,  so  that  the  government  or  Dougall  could  not  get  hold 
of  it. 

The  defendant  called  no  witnesses. 

Upon  this  evidence  a verdict  was  taken  for  the  Crown, 
subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  questions  were  whether,  under  the  facts  appearing, 
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the  defendant  had  made  such  a bargain  and  sale  of  his  office, 
or  of  some  part  or  parcel  thereof,  or  of  the  deputation  of  his 
said  office,  or  of  some  part  or  parcel  thereof,  as  is  rendered 
unlawful  by  the  said  acts  of  parliament,  or  either  of  them, 
or  by  any  other  statute  or  law  in  force  in  Upper  Canada ; 
and  whether  the  said  defendant  had  thereby  forfeited  his 
said  office  of  sheriff  or  of  the  county  of  Hastings. 

If  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  in  the  affirmative,  then 
the  verdict  for  the  Crown  was  to  stand,  but  if  in  the  nega- 
tive, then  a verdict  was  to  be  entered  for  defendant. 

Wallbridge , Q.C.,  for  defendant,  obtained  also  a rule  nisi 
for  a new  trial  upon  the  law  and  evidence,  and  upon  an  affi- 
davit of  the  defendant. 

R.  A.  Harrison , for  the  Crown,  cited  Broom  Leg.  Max. 
843-4  ; Tay.  Ev.  893  ; Foott  v.  Bullock,  4 U.  C.  K.  480 ; 
The  Queen  v.  Mercer,  17  U.  C.  R.  601 ; Ellis  v.  Ruddle,  2 
Lev.  151 ; Chitty’s  Statutes,  vol.  i’i.,  p.  311 ; Regina  v. 
Charretie,  13  Q.  B.  447;  Groeme  v.  Wroughton,  32  Eng. 
L.  & E.  Rep.  561. 

Wallbridge , Q.C.,  contra,  cited  The  Attorney  General  v. 
Rogers,  11  M.  & W.  670  ; Fussil  v.  Brookes,  2 C.  & P.  318  ; 
Rex.  v.  Mackintosh,  2 0.  S.  497. 

Robinson,  C.J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

With  respect  to  the  first  count,  there  was  no  pretence  for 
the  charge  contained  in  it,  that  the  defendant  had  sold  his 
office  of  sheriff,  and  no  attempt  was  made  to  prove  it.  The 
evidence  applied  solely  to  the  charge  in  the  other  count,  that 
he  had  sold  “ the  deputation  of  his  said  office,”  or  rather  of 
a part  of  it,  to  Dunham  Ockerman,  contrary  to  the  statutes. 

The  special  case  contains  a full  report  of  the  evidence 
given  at  the  trial,  and  the  question  submitted  for  our  opinion 
is  whether,  under  the  facts  appearing  on  the  evidence,  the 
defendant  has  made  such  a bargain  and  sale  of  his  office, 
or  of  some  part  or  parcel  thereof,  or  of  the  deputation  of  his 
said  office,  or  of  some  part  or  parcel  thereof,  as  is  rendered 
unlawful  by  the  said  acts  of  parliament,  or  either  of  them, 
or  by  any  other  statute  law  in  force  in  Upper  Canada  ; and 
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whether  he  has  thereby  forfeited  his  office  of  sheriff  of  the 
county  of  Hastings. 

At  the  trial  a general  verdict  was  given  for  the  Crown, 
which  it  was  agreed  should  be  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this 
court.  Upon  the  argument  before  us  it  was  not  attempted 
to  support  the  verdict  as  it  applies  to  the  count  for  an  alleged 
sale  of  the  office,  and  a verdict  should  have  been  entered, 
and  should  now  be  entered,  for  the  defendant  upon  that  count. 

As  regards  the  other  count,  which  charges  the  defendant 
with  having  sold  to  Ockerman  the  deputation  of  his  said 
office,  or  a part  of  it,  the  first  question  is,  how  does  it  stand 
upon  the  facts  proved.  We  see  no  ground  for  contending 
that  the  testimony  given  by  Ockerman,  and  by  Mr.  William 
Ponton,  did  not  fully  prove  a sale  by  the  defendant  of  the 
deputation  of  his  office  of  sheriff  within  the  terms  and  intent 
of  both  the  statutes,  or  rather  perhaps  of  a part  of  it,  for 
there  were  some  exceptions  in  the  bargain.  The  sheriff  was 
still  to  receive  the  fees  for  land-tax  sales,  attending  courts, 
and  the  elections.  If  such  exceptions  had  the  effect  of 
making  the  transactions  a sale  of  a part  of  the  deputation 
only,  and  not  of  the  whole,  then  in  strict  form  there  should 
have  been  a count  to  meet  the  case  of  a partial  deputation, 
in  which  count  a partial  deputation  should  have  been  posi- 
tively charged,  rather  than  to  include  in  one  count  a charge 
in  the  disjunctive  of  doing  the  one  thing  or  the  other,  which 
gives  ground  for  the  objection  that  such  charge  is  not  a direct 
and  positive  charge  [of  doing  either.  It  seems  to  us, 
however,  that  the  evidence  did  establish  a sale  of  an  entire 
deputation,  that  is,  that  Ockerman  was  authorized  to  repre- 
sent the  sheriff  so  far  as  he  could  in  all  acts  of  duty, though  he 
w7as  not  to  interfere  with  the  fees  for  the  particular  services  in 
question.  The  exception  seems  only  to  have  regarded  the  fees. 

The  defendant  on  his  part  called  no  witnesses,  so  that  the 
evidence  given  on  the  part  of  the  Crown  was  uncontradicted, 
and  the  testimony  of  the  witness  for  the  Crown  was  con- 
sistent in  all  that  was  essential  to  the  case,  though  there  was 
this  variation  in  the  account  given  by  Ockerman  from  that 
given  by  Mr.  Ponton  : the  former  stated  that  he  was  bound 
by  his  agreement  to  give,  and  did  give  £800  a year  for  the 
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deputation,  to  be  paid  quarterly,  in  advance ; that  that  sum 
was  not  based  upon  any  calculation  between  them  as  to 
what  the  half  of  the  fees  would  probably  amount  to  by  the 
year,  but  was  to  be  paid  absolutely,  whether  it  should  b© 
more  or  less  than  the  half  of  the  fees  of  the  office  which  he 
should  receive  in  each  year. 

The  other  witness,  on  the  contrary,  stated  that  before  the 
bond  was  executed  by  Ockerman  he  heard  him  and  the  de- 
fendant conversing  about  the  arrangement,  and  that  the 
sum  of  £800  was  based  upon  the  idea  of  what  would  be  the 
sheriff’s  half  of  the  fees;  but  he  states  also,  in  terms  as 
explicit  as  Mr.  Ockerman  did,  “ that  the  £300  teas  not  to 
depend  upon  any  contingency  whatever , and  ivas  to  be  paid  in 
advance .” 

The  difference  in  the  two  statements  is  really  immaterial, 
for  according  to  both  the  deputy  was  bound  absolutely  to  pay 
£300  for  the  deputation,  whether  the  half  of  the  fees  should 
turn  out  to  be  more  or  less  than  that  sum.  That  is  precisely 
such  a bargain  as  the  statutes  prohibit.  The  having  fixed 
upon  that  sum  in  consequence  of  the  impression  that  it 
would  not  be  found  to  exceed  half  of  the  fees  is  of  no  conse- 
quence, though  if  the  agreement  made  after  the  conversa- 
tion had  been  to  the  effect  that  Ockerman  should  pay  £300 
annually,  provided  that  should  be  found  not  to  exceed  in 
each  year  half  the  fees  of  the  office,  (deducting  the  except- 
ed fees,)  and  that  in  case  it  should  exceed  the  half,  then 
that  Ockerman  should  pay  the  half  of  the  fees,  and  no 
more;  had  this  we  say  been  the  agreement  in  substance, 
then  the  defendant  might  have  contended  that  he  had  done 
only  what  was  allowed,  not  by  the  5 & 6 Ed.  VI.,  ch.  16, 
but  by  the  statute  49  George  III.,  ch.  126,  sec.  10. 

The  reason  of  the  exception  in  favor  of  the  defendant 
contained  in  the  10th  section  referred  to,  is  fully  explained 
in  judgments  which  have  been  given  in  England  in  cases 
under  these  statutes,  and  is  sufficiently  obvious;  but  at  any 
rate  the  exception  is  not  in  question,  for  this  case,  accord- 
ing to  the  evidence,  was  not  one  of  the  kind  described  in 
that  exception,  and  the  defendant  therefore  cannot  claim 
to  have  the  benefit  of  such  exception. 
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The  evidence  must  be  admitted  to  have  established  that 
the  defendant  did  precisely  what  the  statutes  prohibited : 
that  is,  he  sold  to  Ockerman  the  deputation  of  his  office,  and 
took  a bond  to  assure  money  for  it,  and  did  receive  money 
for  such  deputation — that  is,  a certain  sum  paid  and  to  be 
paid  absolutely,  without  the  payment  being  contingent  upon 
the  amount  of  fees  to  be  received  in  the  office ; or,  in  other 
words,  it  was  not  a payment  to  be  made  “ out  of  the  fees  or 
profits  of  such  office”  which  kind  of  arrangement  is  allowed 
by  the  statute  49  Geo.  III.,  ch.  126,  sec.  10. 

This  being  so,  the  question  submitted  to  us  has  been 
already  determined  in  the  case  of  Foott  v.  Bullock,  (4  U. 
C.  B.  480.)  The  question  in  that  case  came  before  this 
court  not  directly  in  a proceeding  like  the  present  case  for 
the  forfeiture  of  the  office,  but  in  a civil  action  brought  by 
the  plaintiff,  sheriff  of  the  western  district,  against  the  de- 
fendant, who  had  become  security  with  the  sheriff’s  deputy 
in  a bond  to  the  sheriff  to  pay  him  a certain  sum  annually 
for  making  him  his  deputy.  The  obligor  pleaded  as  a de- 
fence that  the  bond  was  given  for  carrying  into  effect  an 
illegal  bargain  prohibited  by  the  statutes  5 & 6 Ed.  VI., 
ch.  16,  and  49  Geo.  III.,  ch.  126,  and  was  therefore  void. 
The  plea  was  demurred  to  as  forming  no  defence  to  the 
action  on  the  bond,  but  the  court  determined  that  it  was  a 
good  defence,  for  that  the  statutes  referred  to  were  in  force 
in  Upper  Canada;  that  the  office  of  sheriff  was  an  office  to 
which  the  statutes  applied;  and  the  sale  of  the  deputation 
for  a certain  sum  to  be  paid  absolutely,  and  not  out  of  the 
fees,  was  an  act  which  the  statutes  prohibited. 

The  case  is  undistinguishable  from  that  now  before  us, 
and  we  are  bound  by  the  decision  which  this  court  has 
already  come  to  upon  it,  confirmed  as  it  has  been,  in  re- 
gard to  the  statutes  referred  to  being  applicable  to  offices 
concerning  the  administration  of  Justice  in  Upper  Canada, 
in  the  case  of  the  Queen  v.  Mercer,  (17  U.  C.  K.  602). 

That  late  case  was  one  indeed  of  a different  kind  from  the 
present,  being  a proceeding  by  scire  facias  to  declare  the 
office  of  sheriff  held  by  the  defendant  to  be  avoided  by  reason 
of  his  having  purchased  out  the  former  incumbent  of  his 
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office  by  an  agreement  made  contrary  to  the  statute  49  Geo. 
III.,  ch.  126.  But  in  it  the  question  whether  the  statutes 
against  the  buying  and  selling  of  offices  were  in  force  in 
Upper  Canada  was  very  fully  discussed,  and  this  court, 
composed  in  part  of  different  judges,  agreed  in  the  view 
taken  of  that  point  in  Foott  v.  Bullock. 

It  seemed  to  us  to  be  conceded  upon  the  argument  that 
looking  at  the  language  of  the  statutes,  and  considering 
these  decisions,  the  bargain  in  the  present  case  must  be 
to  have  been  such  in  its  terms  as  came  within  them.  We 
are  of  that  opinion,  and  think  that  we  must  answer  the 
question  submitted  to  us  in  the  affirmative. 

The  defendant,  however,  has  moved  for  a new  trial,  on  the 
grounds  that  the  verdict  is  against  law  and  evidence,  con- 
tending that  the  effect  of  the  evidence,  was  to  shew  that  what 
was  in  fact  agreed  upon  was  a division  of  the  fees  of  the 
office,  and  not  a sale  of  the  deputation.  The  rule  is  moved 
also  upon  an  affidavit  made  by  the  defendant. 

As  to  the  evidence  given  upon  the  trial,  it  did  in  truth 
establish,  as  we  have  before  stated,  that  the  deputation  was 
sold  to  Ockerman  for  £800  a year,  to  be  paid  quarterly  in 
advance,  and  that  the  money  was  paid  according  to  that 
agreement.  If  the  bond  by  which  the  deputy  was  bound,  as  the 
witness  Ockerman  stated,  to  pay  £300  a year  for  the  depu- 
tation, did  really  not  bind  him  to  pay  the  money  absolutely, 
only  contingently,  or  out  of  the  fees  of  the  office,  that  should 
have  been  shewn  by  defendant  producing  the  bond,  which 
for  all  that  appears  it  was  in  his  power  to  produce,  or  by 
other  evidence  given  of  its  contents.  As  the  case  is  on  the 
evidence,  the  bargain  was  to  pay  the  £800  absolutely,  and 
seeing  how  the  case  went  to  the  jury,  and  the  verdict  which 
they  gave  upon  the  judge’s  charge,  we  must  understand  that 
they  were  satisfied  that  the  bargain  was  to  pay  absolutely. 

The  affidavit  made  by  the  defendant  is  to  the  effect  that 
he  was  not  aware  of  any  illegality  in  the  agreement  made  by 
him : that  the  agreement  made  verbally  before  the  bond  was 
executed  was  “ based  entirely  upon  the  amount  of  fees  which 
the  office  would  produce,  having  reference  to  a division 
thereof  between  the  sheriff  and  his  deputy : that  it  was  well 
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known  that  the  fees  of  the  office  would  exceed  iffiOO  annu- 
ally, and  that  the  agreement  was  that  the  deputy  should  pay 
the  defendant  his  half  of  the  fees,  instead,  as  is  usually  the 
case,  of  the  sheriff  paying  the  deputy  his  half,  which  amount 
they  fixed  at  ^6800  : that  they  employed  Mr.  Ponton,  a pro- 
fessional man,  to  put  the  agreement  in  writing,  and  that 
defendant  relied  on  him  for  doing  what  was  right,  and  did 
not  direct  him  in  what  form  the  writing  should  be  drawn ; 
and  that  the  condition  to  make  the  payments  quarterly  in 
advance  was  suggested  not  by  the  defendant,  but  on  the 
other  side. 

If  a new  trial  were  to  be  granted,  the  defendant  could  not 
give  evidence  in  his  own  favour,  and  therefore  his  affidavit 
alone  is  not  such  ground  as  we  could  proceed  upon. 

It  is  opposed  to  the  evidence  upon  the  trial  in  regard  to 
the  nature  of  the  verbal  agreement  which  preceded  the  writ- 
ten one,  if  that  should  prevail  against  the  contents  of  the 
writing,  and  an  affidavit  of  Ockerman  is  filed,  giving  a wholly 
different  account  from  that  given  in  the  defendant’s  affidavt. 
We  are  not  therefore  at  liberty  to  assume  that  the  facts 
were  otherwise  than  as  they  were  proved  to  be  upon  the 
trial,  or  that  there  was  any  mistake  in  making  the  agree- 
ment as  it  was  made. 

That  the  defendant  was  not  aware  that  what  he  did  was 
prohibited  by  law  we  may  readily  believe.  Mr.  Ponton,  who 
knew  the  whole  transaction,  and  who  is  a professional  man, 
swore  that  he  did  not  know  that  there  was  any  thing  illegal 
in  it.  The  case  of  the  Queen  v.  Mercer  had  not  then 
occurred,  but  the  case  of  Foott  v.  Bullock,  which  more 
closely  resembled  the  present,  had  been  determined  nine 
years  before,  and  was  published,  so  that  the  illegality  of 
the  agreement  might  have  been  known  to  the  defendant, 
though  in  fact  it  seems  it  was  not  known  to  him.  It  might 
have  been  expected  that  the  statute  3 Geo.  I.,  ch.  15,  would 
have  attracted  the  notice  of  sheriffs,  because  it  relates  es- 
pecially to  the  office,  and  its  provisions  are  consequently 
stated  in  the  treatises  on  the  office  of  sheriff,  which  must 
be  frequently  consulted  by  those  holding  the  office. 

A reference  to  the  10th  and  11th  clauses  of  that  act  would 
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shew  the  footing  upon  which  the  deputy  may  be  legally 
remunerated  in  England  by  the  sheriff ; and  that  is  by  fees, 
or  a portion  of  them,  or  by  a salary  or  allowance  made  by 
the  sheriff  to  him,  and  not  by  selling  the  deputation  for  a 
sum  absolutely  to  be  paid  to  the  sheriff,  which,  in  case  the 
lawful  fees  should  not  amount  to  so  much  as  would  enable 
the  deputy  to  pay  it,  would  form  a temptation  to  him  to  extort 
more  than  the  legal  fees  in  order  to  make  up  the  deficiency. 

Believing,  which  we  can  readily  do,  that  the  sheriff,  who 
has  been  long  in  the  office,  was  not  aware  that  the  law  pro- 
hibited the  kind  of  agreement  which  according  to  the 
evidence  was  made  by  him,  and  that  his  entering  into  such 
agreement  would  expose  him  to  the  forfeiture  of  his  office, 
that  is  only  a ground  of  defence  such  as  was  advanced 
unsuccessfully  in  the  the  case  of  The  Queen  v.  Mercer,  and 
might  more  reasonably  have  been  advanced  in  the  earlier 
case  of  Foott  v.  Bullock. 

However  strong  a claim  it  may  give  to  sympathy,  and 
however  much  we  must  regret  that  in  this  case  the  sheriff 
should  have  brought  himself  within  the  penalty  of  the  law, 
yet  we  cannot  hold  that  in  the  view  of  a court  of  justice 
mere  ignorance  of  the  law  forms  an  excuse. 

The  laws  can  only  be  administered  upon  the  principle  that 
they  are  known,  because  all  are  bound  to  know  them  and 
to  obey  them,  a principle  which  lies  at  the  foundation  of  all 
such  cases.  If  it  had  been  shewn  that  the  defendant  had  not 
in  fact  made  such  an  agreement : that  he  had  given  instruc- 
tions to  have  the  writing  otherwise  framed,  and  supposed  it 
to  have  been  in  fact  otherwise  framed,  and  that  his  execut- 
ing it  in  the  form  in  which  it  was  drawn  up  arose  from  a 
mistake  on  his  part  as  to  the  fact,  then  such  a defence  would 
have  consisted  in  something  more  than  an  alleged  ignorance 
of  the  law,  and  might  have  availed. 

The  case  cited  in  the  argument  of  The  King  v.  Mackintosh 
(2  0.  S.  497)  might  have  supported  such  a defence,  but 
nothing  that  was  said  in  it  goes  the  length  of  supporting  the 
doctrine,  which  is  clearly  untenable,  that  a party  may  rest 
his  defence  merely  on  the  ground  that  he  was,  as  he  himself 
asserts,  but  cannot  prove,  ignorant  of  the  law,  not  alleging 
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that  he  acted  under  any  mistake  in  regard  to  facts,  or  under 
any  compulsion.  A reference  to  the  authorities  cited  in  The 
King  v.  Mackintosh,  (2  0.  S.  497);  Kenigerv.  Fogossa(Plow- 
den  17)  Foster’s  C.  L.  Appendix,  440 ; Calcraft  v,  Gibbs,  (5 
T.  K.  19,)  and  Warneford  v.  Kendall,  (10  East  19,)  will  ex- 
plain the  distinction  between  an  alleged  ignorance  of  the 
law  and  such  defences  as  were  alluded  to  in  those  cases, 
and  in  the  case  of  The  King  v.  Mackintosh. 

There  is  yet  this  to  be  considered  in  regard  to  the  case 
before  us,  that  although  in  Foott  v.  Bullock,  already  cited, 
the  very  question  was  determined  which  is  the  foundation  of 
the  proceeding  against  the  defendant — namely,  whether  it  is 
in  this  province  an  offence  to  sell  the  deputation  of  the  office 
of  sheriff  for  a certain  fixed  sum  to  be  paid  annually  to  the 
sheriff,  and  to  be  paid  absolutely,  and  not  out  of  the  fees  of 
the  office — yet  that  question  came  up  incidentally,  in  a suit 
brought  by  the  sheriff  to  collect  the  sum  for  which  he  had 
sold  the  deputation.  The  court  held  that  he  could  not  enforce 
the  bond  which  he  had  taken  to  secure  the  payment,  because 
such  a transaction  was  rendered  illegal  by  the  British 
statutes  which  the  court  held  were  in  force  here.  So  far  the 
decision  in  Foott  v.  Bullock  is  binding  upon  us  in  this  case, 
but  it  was  not  a question  in  that  case  whether  the  sheriff  had 
forfeited  his  office  by  selling  the  deputation  contrary  to  the 
statutes. 

In  the  other  case  we  have  referred  to,  of  The  Queen  v. 
Mercer,  the  object  was,  as  in  this  case,  to  obtain  a judgment 
of  this  court  declaring  the  office  of  sheriff  held  by  the  defend- 
ant to  be  forfeited  by  an  act  done  by  him  contrary  to  the 
statutes  referred  to,  but  the  cause  of  forfeiture  was  the 
purchase  by  the  defendant  of  the  principal  office,  not  the 
sale  of  a deputation,  so  that  neither  case  goes  the  whole 
length  of  deciding  the  present  question,  whether  the  sheriff 
by  selling  a deputation  of  his  office  contrary  to  the  statute* 
forfeits  his  office  of  sheriff.  We  find  ourselves  compelled  by 
the  very  words  of  the  act  to  adjudge  that  the  office  is  for- 
feited, for  though  the  cause  of  forfeiture  is  not  precisely  the 
same  as  in  Mercer’s  case,  yet  the  provision  in  the  statute  for 
forfeiture  of  the  office  is  as  express  and  distinct  in  the  one 
case  as  the  other. 
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The  second  clause  of  the  statute  5 & 6 Ed.  VI.,  ch.  16,  en- 
acts, “ that  if  any  person  at  any  time  hereafter  shall  bargain 
or  sell  any  office,  or  offices,  or  deputation  of  any  office,  or  any 
part  or  parcel  of  any  of  them,  or  receive,  have,  or  take  any 
money,  fee,  reward,  or  any  other  profit,  directly  or  indirectly, 
or  take  any  promise,  agreement,  covenant,  bond,  or  any 
assurance  to  receive  or  have  any  money,  fee,  reward,  or 
other  profit,  directly  or  indirectly,  for  any  office  or  offices, 
or  for  the  deputation  of  any  office  or  offices,  or  any  part  of 
any  of  them,  or  to  the  intent  that  any  person  should  have* 
exercise,  or  enjoy  any  office,  or  offices,  or  the  deputation  of 
any  office  or  offices,  or  any  part  of  any  of  them:  which 
office  or  offices,  or  any  part  or  parcel  of  them,  shall  in  any 
wise  touch  or  concern  the  administration  or  execution  of 
justice,”  * * “ that  then  all  and  every  such  person  and 

persons  that  shall  so  bargain  or  sell  any  of  the  said  office  or 
offices,  deputation  or  deputations , or  that  shall  take  any 
money,  fee,  reward  or  profit,  for  any  of  the  said  office  or 
offices,  deputation  or  deputations  of  any  of  the  said  offices, 
or  any  part  of  any  of  them,  or  that  shall  take  any  promise, 
covenant,  bond,  or  assurance  for  any  money,  reward,  or 
profit,  to  be  given  for  any  of  the  said  office  or  offices,  depu- 
tation or  deputations  of  any  of  the  said  office  or  offices,  or 
any  part  of  any  of  them,  shall  not  only  lose  and  forfeit  all 
his  and  their  right,  interest,  and  estate,  which  such  person 
or  persons  shall  then  have,  of,  in,  or  to  any  of  the  said 
office  or  offices,  deputation  or  deputations,  or  any  part  of 
any  of  them,  or  of,  in,  or  to  the  gift  of  nomination  of  any  of 
the  said  office  or  offices,  deputation  or  deputations,  for  the 
which  office  or  offices,  or  for  the  deputation  or  deputations 
of  which  office  or  offices,  or  for  any  part  of  any  of  them,  any 
such  person  or  persons  shall  so  make  any  bargain  of  sale, 
or  take  or  receive  any  sum  of  money,  fee,  reward,  or  profit, 
or  any  promise,  covenant,  or  assurance,  to  have  or  receive 
any  fee,  reward,  money,  or  profit,  but  also  that  all  and  every 
such  persons  or  persons  that  shall  give  or  pay  any  sum  of 
money,”  &c.,  (applying  the  provisions  of  this  clause  in 
several  lines  which  follow  to  the  person  buying  the  office  or 
deputation,)  shall  “be  adjudged  a disabled  person  in  the 
26  u.  c.  q.  b.  20 
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law,  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  to  have,  occupy,  or  enjoy 
the  said  office  or  offices,  deputation  or  deputations,  or  any 
part  of  any  of  them,  for  the  which  such  person  or  persons 
shall  so  give  or  pay  any  sum  of  money,”  &c. 

That  this  statute  does  apply  to  the  office  of  sheriff,  and 
that  it  is  in  force  in  this  province  by  our  adoption  of  the  law 
of  England,  and  especially  the  criminal  law,  and  also  by 
virtue  of  the  statute  49  Geo.  III.,  ch.  126,  which  expressly 
extends  the  statute  5 & 6 Ed.  YI.,  ch.  16,  to  the  plantations 
and -colonies  belonging  to  the  United  Kingdom,  has  been 
determined  by  us  in  the  case  of  The  Queen  v.  Mercer;  and 
that  the  effect  of  the  two  statutes  is  to  forfeit  the  office  upon 
conviction  is  too  clear  to  be  disputed. 

There  is  nothing  else  material  to  be  remarked  upon  but 
the  provision  in  the  10th  section  of  49  Geo.  III.,  ch.  126, 
which  is  that  nothing  in  that  act  contained  (nor  by  conse- 
quence any  thing  contained  in  5 & 6 Ed.  YI.,  ch.  16,)  shall 
extend,  or  be  construed  to  extend,  to  prevent  or  make  void 
any  deputation  to  any  office  in  any  case  in  which  it  is  lawful 
to  appoint  a deputy,  or  any  agreement,  contract,  bond,  or 
assurance,  lawfully  made  in  respect  of  any  allowance,  salary, 
or  payment,  made  or  agreed  to  be  made  by  or  to  such 
principal  or  deputy,  respectively,  out  of  the  fees  or  profits 
of  such  office. 

Some  attempt  was  made  at  the  trial  to  shew  this  to  have 
been  an  agreement  of  that  kind,  but  the  weight  of  evidence 
was  to  the  contrary,  and  the  jury  found  that  the  agreement 
was  such  as  was  alleged  in  the  pleadings:  namely,  that 
the  deputy  was  to  pay  £300  annually,  by  quarterly  pay- 
ments in  advance,  not  out  of  the  fees  of  the  office,  but 
absolutely  and  unconditionally. 

If  the  defendant  had  agreed  to  pay  his  deputy  a certain 
sum  of  money  annually  for  acting  as  his  deputy,  either  in 
regard  to  all  his  ministerial  duties  or  a part  of  them,  or  had 
agreed  to  give  him  a certain  portion  of  the  fees,  or  to  take 
from  him  a certain  portion  of  the  fees,  or  a certain  fixed  sum 
annually  out  of  the  fees,  he  would  not  have  brought  himself 
within  the  statute,  nor  done  any  thing  illegal. 

We  can  easily  believe  that  he  was  ignorant,  as  he  says  he 
was,  that  the  particular  arrangement  which  he  did  make  with 
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his  deputy  was  contrary  to  law,  and  if  he  was  not  aware  of 
the  provisions  contained  in  these  statutes, we  can  also  readily 
believe  that  it  did  not  occur  to  him  that  there  was  any  thing 
objectionable  in  the  method  which  he  adopted  of  remunerat- 
ing his  deputy.  In  that  respect  there  is  a great  difference 
between  what  was  done  in  the  present  case  and  the  buying 
and  selling  of  an  office  of  this  kind.  The  latter  could  hardly 
seem  to  be  a right  thing  to  do,  if  there  had  never  been  a 
statute  passed  on  the  subject.  What  was  done  by  this  de- 
fendant might  be  done  by  many  people,  we  think,  of  good 
intelligence,  without  its  occurring  to  them  that  they  were 
doing  any  thing  injurious  or  dangerous  to  the  public. 
Yet  it  is  evident  that  great  evils  must  have  been  found  at  an 
early  period  to  have  arisen  in  England  from  selling  deputa- 
tions of  offices  connected  with  the  administration  of  justice,, 
for  a certain  fixed  sum  to  be  paid  for  the  deputation,  with- 
out regard  to  what  the  legal  emoluments  of  the  office  might 
amount  to  ; and  we  can  see  clearly  the  abuses  to  which  such 
arrangements  might  lead,  when  they  are  pointed  out,  as 
they  have  been  in  several  of  the  cases  which  have  been  de- 
cided in  England  upon  this  statute.  It  can  have  been  no 
imaginary  evil  that  the  legislature  applied  themselves  to 
guard  against  by  one  of  the  most  elaborate,  precise,  and 
carefully  framed  acts  to  be  found  among  the  British  statutes. 

And  at  any  rate  where  prohibitions  are  in  language  so 
explicit  we  are  bound  to  carry  them  into  effect,  and  cannot 
be  swayed  by  any  opinions  we  may  form  of  the  adequacy  of 
the  motives  which  lead  to  them. 

That  the  proceeding  b}^  scire  facias  is  one  suited  to  the 
case  is  clear,  we  think,  although  the  defendant  has  not  a 
freehold  interest  in  the  office. 

We  refer  on  that  point  to  Com.  Dig.  “ Officer,”  K.  8,  11,, 
12,  14,  and  to  our  statute  cli.  21,  Consol.  Stats.  U.  C.;  and 
to  the  following  authorities  as  bearing  on  this  particular 
case,  Com.  Dig.  ‘£  Officer,”  K.  1 ; Godolphin  v.  Tudor,  (1 
Salk.  468  ; 6 Mod.  284  ;)  Gulliford  v.  De  Cardonell.  (1  Salk. 
466;)  Garforth  v.  Fearon,  (1  H.  Bh  381 ;)  Ellis  v.  Buddie, 
(2  Lev.  151,)  Bac.  Abr.  “ Offices  and  Officers”  F. 

We  give  judgment  for  the  Crown  upon  the  special  case,, 
and  we  discharge  the  rule  nisi. 
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Rice  v.  James  Douglas  Wells,  James  Pendleton  Wells, 
and  Rupert  Mears  Wells. 

Agreement — Construction — Covenant  to  present  papers  personally  to  Ins.  Co. 

Defendants  by  agreement  covenanted  to  pay  the  plaintiff  $961  35,  and  by 
the  same  agreement  it  was  made  a condition  that  the  plaintiff  should 
allow  his  name  to  be  used  in  prosecuting  a claim  in  which  defendants 
were  interested,  against  a mutual  insurance  company:  that  he  would 
personally  present  his  particulars  of  loss,  with  the  usual  affidavits  and 
certificates  required  by  the  company,  whenever  requested  in  writing 
so  to  do  by  any  of  the  parties  to  the  agreement;  and  that  if  the  claim 
should  be  defeated  by  any  gross  negligence  of  the  plaintiff  then  this 
agreement  should  be  void.  In  an  action  upon  defendants’  covenant: 
Held,  that  it  was  not  necessary  that  the  plaintiff  should  present  the  ne- 
cessary papers  in  person  to  the  company,  or  on  the  precise  day  named 
by  defendants;  and  that  he  must  be  held  to  have  performed  the  con- 
dition upon  the  evidence  set  out  below,  which  shewed  that  the  papers 
furnished  by  him  were  not  objected  to,  and  that  the  claim  was  not 
defeated  owing  to  their  insufficiency. 

Action  on  a covenant  to  a deed,  dated  24th  June,  1859, 
whereby  defendants  promised  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  the 
sum  of  $961  85c.,  with  interest,  one  year  after  date.  The 
plaintiff  alleged  performance  of  all  conditions  precedent  on 
his  part,  and  non-payment  by  defendants. 

The  defendants,  by  James  Douglas  Wells,  their  attorney, 
set  out  the  whole  agreement,  containing  the  covenant  sued 
on,  and  various  recitals  relating  to  transactions  between  the 
plaintiff  and  James  DouglasWells,  in  purchasing  oats  for  the 
plaintiff,  one  of  which  was  that  for  the  purpose  of  having  the 
accounts  settled,  and  the  balance  due  from  the  said  James 
Douglas  Wells  better  secured  to  him  he,  the  plaintiff,  agreed 
to  lose  and  quit  claim  $1000  out  of  the  money  so  due  and 
payable  to  him,  on  the  following  understanding  and  agree- 
ment : 1.  That  the  said  James  Douglas  Wells  should  give 
his  promissory  note  at  thirty  days  to  the  said  David  Rice  for 
$256,  the  receipt  of  which  note  was  thereby  acknowledged. 
2.  That  the  said  James  Douglas  Wells  should  give  his  promis- 
sory note  for  $700  at  ninety  days,  endorsed  by  the  said 
James  Pendleton  Wells,  the  receipt  of  which  note  was  also 
acknowledged.  8.  That  the  parties  of  the  1st,  2nd,  and  8rd 
parts,  in  the  said  agreement,  (the  defendants),  should  enter 
into  a joint  and  several  agreement  for  the  payment  upon 
certain  conditions  of  $961  85c.  And  it  was  thereby  agreed, 
for  and  in  consideration  of  the  premises,  that  defendants  be- 
came jointly  and  severally  bound  to  pay  unto  the  plaintiff, 
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his  executors  or  administrators,  one  year  from  the  date 
thereof,  with  interest  at  the  rate  of  six  per  cent,  the  sum  of 
$961  35c.,  upon  these  conditions,  which  were  conditions  pre- 
cedent and  essential  to  the  contract,  namely,  that  the  said 
David  Rice  would  permit  his  name  in  the  meantime  to  be 
used  by  the  defendants  on  all  lawful  occasions  or  instances, in 
effecting  a compromise  with  or  prosecuting  the  Mutual  Fire 
Insurance  Company  of  Prescott : that  he  would  personally 
present  his  particulars  of  loss  with  the  usual  affidavits  and 
certificate  required  by  the  company,  whenever  requested  in 
writing  so  to  do  by  any  of  the  parties  thereto : that  he 
would  furnish,  when  required,  any  affidavits  of  parties  resid- 
ing in  the  United  States,  touching  the  dispute  with  the  said 
insurance  company,  which  might  be  reasonably  required  in 
the  premises  : that  he  would  bring  or  cause  to  be  brought 
from  the  United  States  such  witnesses  residing  therein  as 
might  be  supposed  to  support  the  said  claim  at  the  trial  of 
the  cause  : that  he  would  also,  when  required  by  an  order  of 
court  or  of  a judge,  attend  at  such  places  in  Canada  as  were 
therein  named,  for  the  purpose  of  being  interrogated  in  the 
matter  of  the  claim,  should  the  same  be  prosecuted  by  suit 
or  otherwise  : that  the  said  Rice  would  not  make  any  com- 
promise with,  nor  commence  any  suit  against  the  said  com- 
pany, without  the  consent  in  writing  of  the  party  thereto, 
Rupert  Mears  Wells,  first  had*and  obtained ; and  that  he 
released  to  the  said  party  of  the  first  party  (James  D.  Wells) 
all  claims  or  demands  which  he  might  have  against  him, 
granting  a full  receipt  and  discharge  for  the  same. 

The  agreement  contained  a release  to  James  Douglas  Wells 
of  all  claims,  demands,  dues,  cause  and  causes  of  action, 
which  the  plaintiff  might  have  against  him  in  respect  of  the 
transactions  therein  referred  to,  and  provided  that  the  costs 
of  any  suit  against  the  insurance  company  on  their  policy  of 
insurance  was  to  be  borne  by  the  defendants  or  taken  from 
the  amount  recovered ; and  it  was  further  understood  that 
should  the  said  claim  against  the  said  company  be  defeated 
through  any  gross  negligence  or  fault  of  the  plaintiff  (Rice) 
after  the  date  of  that  agreement,  then  that  the  said  articles 
of  agreement  should  be  null  and  void. 
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The  defendants,  after  setting  out  the  agreement,  in  their 
first  plea,  set  out  as  a condition  precedent  to  their  paying  the 
money,  that  the  plaintiff  had  agreed  personally  to  present 
his  particulars  of  loss,  with  the  usual  affidavits  and  certificate 
required  by  the  insurance  company,  whenever  requested  so 
to  do  in  writing  by  any  of  the  defendants,  but  that  he  did 
not  present  such  particulars  of  his  loss  and  affidavits  as  were 
•and  are  required  by  the  said  company,  although  duly  re- 
quested in  writing  so  to  do,  and  thereby  failed  in  the 
performance  of  the  said  condition. 

Second  plea. — That  although  duly  requested  in  writing, 
according  to  the  meaning,  intent,  and  letter  of  the  said  con- 
dition in  the  said  agreement  contained,  yet  the  plaintiff  did 
not  personally  present  the  certificate  mentioned  in  the  said 
articles  of  agreement,  according  to  the  said  condition  and 
request,  and  thereby  failed  in  the  performance  of  the  said 
condition. 

Third  plea. — That  although  duly  requested  in  writing,  yet 
the  plaintiff  did  not  present  the  said  certificate  of  a magis- 
trate most  contiguous  to  the  said  fire,  mentioned  in  the  said 
articles  of  agreement,  upon  the  day  or  within  the  time  men- 
tioned and  limited  in  the  request  in  writing  given  him, 
according  to  the  condition  contained  in  the  said  articles  of 
agreement,  and  thereby  failed  in  the  performance  of  the  said 
condition. 

Fourth  plea. — That  it  was  provided  and  understood  in  the 
said  agreement,  that  should  the  aforesaid  claim  against  the 
said  insurance  company  be  defeated  through  any  gross  neg- 
ligence or  fault  of  the  plaintiff  after  the  date  of  the  said 
agreement,  then  that  the  said  agreement  should  be  null  and 
void ; yet  the  plaintiff  has  violated  the  said  provision  or 
understanding,  and  by  his  own  fault  has  caused  the  said 
claim  against  the  said  company  to  be  defeated,  and  has 
thereby  rendered  the  said  agreement  upon  which  this  action 
was  brought  null  and  void. 

The  defendants  took  issue  on  all  these  pleas. 

At  the  trial,  before  Robinson,  C.  J.,  at  Cornwall,  the  plain- 
tiff called  witnesses  to  prove  performance  of  the  conditions 
precedent. 
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Mr.  McNeil  Clarke  proved  that  he  saw  the  plaintiff  at 
Prescott,  in  June  last:  that  he  got  a statement  drawn  of  the 
particulars  of  loss  by  fire,  to  be  presented  to  the  Mutual  In- 
surance Company,  and  that  it  was  furnished:  that  Mr. 
Patton,  the  secretary,  read  it,  and  said  the  claim  seemed  a 
fair  one:  that  no  objection  was  made  to  the  statement. 
The  statement  and  affidavit  of  particulars  of  loss  were  de- 
livered at  the  insurance  company’s  office  at  the  same  time. 
Afterwards  the  witness,  Clarke,  received,  he  thought,  on  the 
6th  July,  the  magistrate’s  certificate  of  the  fire,  loss,  &c., 
and  delivered  them  at  the  insurance  office.  He  could  not 
say  whether  the  one  shewn  to  him  on  the  trial  in  the  hand- 
writing of  Mr.  Lyons  was  the  same  or  not.  It  was  dated  on 
the  same  day,  2nd  July,  and  was  received  by  mail.  The 
certificate  was  from  Zephaniah  Hersey.  This  witness  was 
then  a student  with  Mr.  Lyons.  The  fire  was  on  the  4th 
of  May,  1859,  and  on  the  29th  of  June  the  papers  were 
delivered  at  the  insurance  office.  The  witness  wrote  the 
statement  shewn  to  him  of  that  date. 

Mr.  Hiram  Johnson,  of  Hawkesbury,  proved  that  on  the 
29th  of  June  he  received  a letter  from  the  plaintiff  enclosing 
a policy  of  insurance,  and  requesting  him  to  deliver  the  pa- 
pers accompanying  it  to  R.  M.  Wells,  one  of  the  defendants, 
and  to  ask  him  if  the  papers  were  correct,  The  letter  also 
enclosed  a certificate,  which  the  witness  was  requested  to 
take  to  the  nearest  magistrate  and  get  him  to  sign  it.  John- 
son, on  the  morning  of  the  29th,  shewed  all  the  papers 
received  by  him  to  R.  M.  Wells,  and  told  him  the  plaintiff 
wished  to  know  if  they  were  all  right,  to  which  Wells  replied, 
“ These  are  what  I want,”  after  having  examined  them.  On 
the  2nd  of  July  the  witness  gave  the  certificate,  which  he  was 
requested  to  have  signed  by  the  nearest  justice  of  the  peace, 
to  R.  M.  Wells,  and  went  with  him  to  the  office  of  Z.  Hersey 
Esq.,  and  saw  the  certificate  signed  by  Mr.  Hersey,  at  the 
request  of  R.  M.  Wells.  On  being  signed  Mr.  Johnson  for- 
warded them  by  mail  to  Mr.  Lyons  at  Prescott,  by  whom 
the  statement  of  loss  and  affidavit  had  been  prepared  and 
deposited  in  the  insurance  office  on  the  29th  of  June.  The 
policy  and  statement  received  from  the  plaintiff  by  Johnson 
were  delivered  to  Mr.  R.  M.  Wells,  and  left  with  him. 
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On  cross-examination  the  witness  stated  that  the  original 
statement,  verified  by  affidavit,  was  left  in  the  office  at 
Prescott,  and  copies  of  the  statement  so  furnished  and 
affidavit  were  sent  down  to  him,  to  be  shewn  to  E.  M.  Wells, 
that  he  might  read  them,  and  say  whether  all  was  right 
and  that  when  E.  M.  Wells  read  them  he  said  all  was  right 
— that  was  what  he  wanted. 

Mr.  Eeynolds,  the  secretary  of  the  insurance  company, 
proved  the  writing  of  Mr.  Patton,  the  former  secretary,  on 
the  statement,  and  that  all  the  papers  produced  on  the 
trial  were  found  amongst  the  papers  in  the  insurance  com- 
pany’s office. 

Mr.  Knapp,  the  agent  of  the  company,  proved  that  the 
plaintiff  had  a claim  before  Mr.  Patton,  the  secretary  of  the 
company,  for  oats  insured  and  lost,  and  that  he  saw  the 
plaintiff’s  statement  before  the  board : that  he  had  been 
sent  to  ascertain  the  facts  of  the  loss:  that  the  plaintiff  and 
James  D.  Wells  came  to  him  two  or  three  days  after  the 
fire,  and  that  he,  witness,  ascertained  that  the  building 
could  not  contain  6,000  bushels  of  oats;  but  that  Wells 
claimed  for  11,000  bushels  in  the  building,  and  afterwards 
for  9,000 : that  there  was  also  an  insurance  in  another  office, 
and  a claim  on  it,  and  that  the  witness  found  that  the  state- 
ment and  affidavit  given  in  that  case  differed  materially 
from  that  which  the  Prescott  company  had  received. 

The  witness  Knapp  stated  further,  that  the  opposition  to 
the  claim  on  the  policy  by  the  Prescott  company  wTas  not  on 
account  of  any  defect  in  form  in  the  statement  and  affidavit, 
though  he  had  said  that  a written  notice  of  loss  had  not  been 
delivered  in  time ; and  he  had  told  the  plaintiff  that  he 
thought  the  company  would  never  pay,  on  account  of  an 
attempt  at  fraud  in  regard  to  the  quantity  of  oats  said  to  be 
consumed : that  the  statement  and  certificate  he  thought 
were  satisfactory,  and  he  saw  nothing  wrong  in  them,  and 
the  company  never  exacted  any  others:  that  the  company 
stood  upon  the  merits,  on  the  ground  of  fraud. 

On  cross-examination,  Knapp  said  that  the  secretary  of 
the  company  did  not  decide  on  the  sufficiency  of  documents  : 
that  the  board  decided  upon  them : that  an  action  was  brought 
in  the  name  of  Eice,  against  the  company,  for  the  loss  of  the 
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oats,  and  they  employed  Mr.  Richards  to  defend  it : that  he, 
the  witness,  told  Mr.  Richards  that  a written  notice  of  loss 
had  not  been  given  within  thirty  days,  and  Mr.  Richards 
seemed  to  think  that  the  want  of  such  notice  would  be  a 
defence;  but  the  defence  principally  relied  on  was  the  fraud 
in  regard  to  the  loss : that  he  never  heard  a question  raised 
as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  statement  and  affidavit. 

After  the  appearance  of  the  defendants  in  the  action  it 
was  not  proceeded  with. 

Other  affidavits  were  put  in  by  Wells:  that  when  the  wit- 
ness told  the  plaintiff  that  the  company  were  resisting  be- 
cause they  were  satisfied  there  was  fraud  in  the  statement, 
that  there  had  been  a short  delivery  of  oats  by  Wells,  the 
plaintiff  said  he  did  not  care  whether  the  defendants  re- 
covered or  not. 

For  the  defendants,  it  was  proved  that  a letter  from  R.  M. 
Wells  was  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  on  the  day  of  its  date, 
27th  of  June,  in  which  R.  M.  Wells  stated  that  he  thought 
it  highly  expedient,  as  so  much  delay  had  already  taken 
place,  that  the  particulars  of  the  loss  sustained  by  the  plain- 
tiff in  consequence  of  the  late  fire  at  Hawkesbury  should  be 
put  in  as  soon  as  possible,  the  sooner  the  better:  that  the 
plaintiff  must  take  it  to  the  office  of  the  secretary  of  the  in- 
surance company,  together  with  the  magistrate’s  certificate, 
required  by  the  condition  of  the  policy : that  Mr.  Wells  would 
be  at  Prescott  on  Monday  then  next,  and  as  the  application 
should  be  made  before  that,  it  would  be  necessary  that  the 
plaintiff  should  present  the  papers  on  the  Saturday  next  at 
the  farthest.  The  letter  then  pointed  out  to  the  plaintiff 
what  the  application  should  specify:  1st,  the  quantity  of 
oats  stored  for  the  plaintiff  in  the  building,  which  were  pur- 
chased by  and  delivered  for  him  there.  2nd.  The  quantity 
stored  by  J.  D.  Wells  for  the  plaintiff  in  said  building  at  the 
timeof  the  fire,  to  the  best  of  plaintiff’s  knowledge  and  belief. 

Mr.  Reynolds,  the  secretary  of  the  insurance  company,, 
was  called  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  statement  and  papers 
sent  in  to  the  insurance  company,  and  he  said  he  thought 
they  were  not  in  conformity  with  the  condition  of  the 
policy,  because  not  positive,  only  from  belief,  founded  on 
information  of  others. 
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Upon  the  evidence,  the  learned  Chief  Justice  directed 
the  jury  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a verdict  upon 
the  issues,  and  a verdict  was  rendered  for  the  plaintiff  for 
$1043.03. 

Pringle,  for  the  defenkants,  objected  to  the  sufficiency  of 
the  statement  and  affidavit  sent  in  by  the  plaintiff  to  the 
insurance  company,  and  to  the  direction  of  the  learned 
Chief  Justice  to  the  jury,  that  Pice’s  undertaking  to  deliver 
papers  personally  meant  nothing  more  than  he  should  de- 
liver or  cause  to  be  delivered  to  the  insurance  company  or 
its  agent  personality. 

He  further  objected  that  putting  particulars  of  loss  and 
affidavit,  or  other  documents,  into  the  post  office,  or  send- 
ing them  by  any  other  way  by  which  they  might  reach  the 
insurance  company,  could  not  be  considered  a compliance 
with  the  condition  precedent,  to  be  performed  by  the  plain- 
tiff personally,  to  present  such  particulars  and  other  docu- 
ments whenever  requested  in  writing  so  to  do  by  any  of  the 
defendants. 

These  objections  were  overruled,  the  learned  Chief  Jus- 
tice holding  that  as  to  time  the  words  “ whenever  ” referred 
to  the  time  of  request,  and  not  of  performance. 

Adam  Wilson,  Q.  C.,  obtained  a rule  calling  upon  the 
plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why  the  verdict  should  not  be  set 
aside,  and  a new  trial  granted,  on  the  grounds  that  the 
plaintiff  did  not  prove  that  he  presented  such  particulars  of 
his  loss  and  affidavit  as  were  required,  although  duly  re- 
quested so  to  do,  nor  did  the  plaintiff  personally  present 
the  certificate  mentioned  in  the  agreement  according  to  the 
terms  thereof,  nor  within  the  time  provided  for  presenting 
the  same.  And  for  that  there  was  misdirection  on  the  part 
of  the  learned  Chief  Justice,  in  informing  the  jury  that  the 
plaintiff  had  duly  performed  his  said  agreement  in  other 
respects,  or  that  there  was  evidence  from  which  they  might 
find  so. 

J.  S.  Macdonald,  Q.  C.,  for  the  plaintiff,  shewed  cause,  and 
cited  Platt  v.  Gore  District  Mutual  Ins.,  Co.,  9.  C.  P.  405. 

Adam  Wilson,  Q.  C.,  supported  his  rule,  relying  on  the 
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evidence  as  shewing  that  the  plaintiff  had  not  performed  the 
conditions  precedent  mentioned  in  the  defendants’  pleas,  and 
therefore  was  not  entitled  to  recover. 

McLean,  J. — The  agreement  sued  on  bears  date  on  the 
24th  day  of  June,  1859,  and  on  the  27th,  R.  M.  Wells,  one 
of  the  defendants,  wrote  to  the  plaintiff,  who  was  then  at 
Hawkesbury,  in  reference  to  the  sending  to  the  office  of  the 
secretary  of  the  insurance  company  at  Prescott  the  particu- 
lars of  loss  sustained  in  consequence  of  the  fire,  together  with 
4he  magistrate’s  certificate  required  by  the  condition  of  the 
policy,  and  that  it  would  be  necessary  that  the  plaintiff 
should  present  the  papers  on  Saturday  then  next,  at  the 
farthest. 

The  plaintiff  had  agreed  that  he  would  personally  present 
his  particulars  of  loss,  with  the  usual  affidavits  and  certificate 
required  by  the  insurance  company,  whenever  requested  in 
writing  so  to  do  by  any  of  the  defendants.  On  receiving  such 
request,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a reasonable  time  to  do 
whathe  had  undertaken;  but  the  defendants  contend  that  by 
the  terms  of  the  agreement  he  was  bound  to  do  so  at  any 
precise  day  and  hour  which  eilher  of  them  might  choose  in 
writing  to  prescribe,  and  they  further  insist  that  he  was 
bound  to  deliver  the  documents  with  his  own  hands  at  the 
insurance  office  at  Prescott,  at  such  time  as  might  be  pointed 
out  to  him. 

On  the  29th  of  June,  two  days  after  the  receipt  of  R.  M. 
Wells’  letter  of  the  27th  of  June,  the  plaintiff  was  at  Pres- 
cott, and  gave  in  at  the  insurance  office  a statement  verified 
on  oath,  as  directed  by  Mr.  R.  M.  Wells,  according  to  the 
best  of  his  knowledge  and  belief,  of  the  particulars  of  his 
loss  under  the  policy  obtained  from  the  Mutual  Fire  Insu- 
rance Company  of  Prescott.  The  statement  and  affidavit 
were  received  by  the  secretary  of  the  company  without 
objection,  and  without  remark,  except  that  it  appeared  to  be 
a fair  claim.  On  the  day  the  statement  of  loss  and  affidavit 
were  given  in  at  Prescott,  a certificate  to  be  signed  by  the 
justice  of  the  peace  most  contiguous  to  the  fire  was  shewn  to 
R.  M.  Wells  at  Hawkesbury  or  VanKleck’s  Hill,  together 
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with  copies  of  the  documents  furnished  to  the  insurance 
company,  with  a view  of  seeing  whether  they  were  such  as 
he  approved  of,  and  he  then  said  they  were  all  right,  they 
were  what  he  wanted. 

The  certificate  of  the  justice  of  the  peace  was  taken  by  the 
plaintiff’s  agent  and  E.  M.  Wells  to  the  justice  of  the  peace 
on  Saturday,  the  2nd  of  July,  and  signed  at  the  request  of 
the  latter,  and  forthwith  forwarded,  to  be  given  in  to  the 
insurance  company  at  Prescott.  Its  receipt  and  sufficiency 
were  acknowledged  by  the  insurance  company,  and  though 
an  action  was  instituted  against  the  company  by  the  defend- 
ants, in  the  name  of  the  plaintiff,  no  objection  was  ever 
urged  on  the  part  of  the  company  that  the  documents 
received  by  them  were  insufficient,  or  were  received  too  late. 

The  statement  of  loss  and  affidavit  by  the  terms  of  the 
policy  required  to  be  delivered  to  the  directors  or  secretary 
within  thirty  days  after  the  fire  occurred,  and  they  were  so 
delivered.  The  certificate  under  the  hand  and  seal  of  the 
magistrate  most  contiguous  to  the  place  of  the  fire  was 
delivered  on  the  2nd  of  July,  or  within  a few  days  after, but 
as  to  that  no  particular  time  was  limited  by  the  policy  within 
wThich  it  was  required  to  be  delivered,  so  that  the  recovery 
of  the  amount  insured  could  not  be  jeopardised  by  any  delay. 
Whether  that  document  was  presented  by  the  plaintiff  per- 
sonally at  the  insurance  office,  or  delivered  by  another  at  his 
desire,  does  not  distinctly  appear : in  either  case  it  must,  I 
think,  be  regarded  as  a personal  service  on  hispart, and  a sub- 
stantial compliance  with  the  terms  of  the  conditions,  which 
almost  appear  as  if  framed  with  a view  to  some  ulterior  object 
beyond  the  mere  delivery  of  the  documents  in  proper  time 
at  the  insurance  office. 

The  plaintiff  by  the  agreement  relinquishes  to  James  D. 
Wells  $1000  of  his  demand,  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  a 
settlement,  with  security,  for  the  balance  due  him,  and  the 
defendants  now  endeavor  to  defeat  his  claim  for  that  balance,, 
by  setting  up  as  a defencehis  non-compliance  with  conditions 
to  which  they  attach  or  attempt  to  attach  a meaning  wholly 
inconsistent  with  the  justice  of  the  case. 

The  last  plea  alleges  that  the  plaintiff  has  violated  the 
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agreement,  and  by  his  own  fault  has  caused  the  claim 
against  the  insurance  company  to  be  defeated,  by  reason  of 
which  the  agreement  has  become  null  and  void,  but  it  is 
manifest  that  if  the  claim  has  been  defeated  the  fault  lies 
some  where  else  than  with  the  plaintiff. 

I think  that  on  the  evidence  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  re- 
cover, and  that  the  rule  for  a new  trial  must  be  discharged. 

Burns,  J. — The  contract  is,  that  the  plaintiff  “ will  per- 
sonally present  his  particulars  of  loss,  with  the  usual  affi- 
davits and  the  certificate  required  by  the  company,  when- 
ever requested  in  writing  so  to  do  by  any  of  the  parties 
hereto  of  the  first,  second,  and  third  parts.” 

The  second  plea  is,  that  although  duly  requested,  accord- 
ing to  the  meaning,  intent  and  letter  of  the  said  condition 
in  the  said  articles  of  agreement  contained,  yet  the  plain- 
tiff did  not  personally  present  the  certificate  mentioned  in 
the  articles  of  agreement,  according  to  the  condition. 

The  third  plea  the  same,  adding  that  the  certificate  meant 
was  one  signed  by  the  magistrate  most  contiguous  to  the 
fire,  and  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  do  it  upon  the  day  or 
within  the  time  mentioned  and  limited  in  the  request  in 
writing,  given  according  to  the  con  lition  contained  in  the 
articles  of  agreement. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  agreement  obliging  the  plaintiff 
to  be  present  personally  at  any  particular  time,  or  upon  any 
particular  day,  so  that  plea  was  not  proved  so  far  as  those 
allegations  go. 

The  defendant’s  letter  of  request  to  deliver  the  papers 
and  documents  necessary  to  sustain  the  proofs  is  in  these 
words  : “ You  must  take  it  to  the  office  of  the  secretary  of 
the  insurance  company,  together  with  the  magistrate’s  cer- 
tificate, required  by  the  condition  of  the  policy.  Mr.  Wells 
will  be  in  Prescott  on  Monday  next,  and  as  the  application 
should  be  made  before  that  it  will  be  necessary  that  you 
should  present  the  papers  on  Saturday  next  at  the  furthest.” 

There  is  not  a word  in  this  request  which  necessarily  im- 
plies that  the  plaintiff  should  personally  be  present.  He 
is  requested  to  take  the  paper  to  the  office,  but  I imagine 
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that  ninety-nine  persons  out  of  a hundred  would  suppose 
that  such  a request  wTas  complied  with  by  sending  his  ser- 
vant, or  any  person  whom  he  could  rely  upon,  to  deliver,, 
and  who  did  deliver  the  papers  at  the  office  of  the  secretary 
of  the  company.  So  in  the  same  way  with  the  expression, 
you  should  present  the  papers  on  Saturday.  In  common  par- 
lance no  one  would  understand  these  expressions  to  mean 
that  it  was  absolutely  necessary  that  the  plaintiff  should  do 
these  acts  in  person.  If  the  defendant  meant  to  convey  to- 
the  plaintiff  that  his  personal  presence  was  required  with 
the  documents,  he  should  either  have  used  the  precise 
words  used  in  the  covenant,  or  words  to  that  effect,  that 
would  leave  no  room  for  doubt. 

I think  the  verdict  is  right,  and  that  the  jury  were  well 
warranted  in  the  belief  that  the  pleas  were  not  proved. 

Robinson,  C.  J.,  concurred. 

Rule  discharged. 


Abbott  v.  Skinner  et  al. 

Aicard — Construction — Pleading . 

An  award  made  in  March,  1860,  directed  that  defendants  should  pay  the 
plaintiff  one-fifth  of  all  the  expenses  that  might  be  incurred  by" him 
after  the  1st  of  October  then  next,  for  the  mutual  benefit  of  the  plain- 
tiff and  defendants,  in  repairing  a certain  water-wheel,  flume,  bulk- 
head, &c.,  the  plaintiff  to  have  the  right  to  say  what  repairs  should 
be  done;  that  the  plaintiff  should  render  to  defendants  monthly  ac- 
counts, properly  vouched  for,  of  the  expense  of  such  repairs,  and 
within  one  month  from  the  time  of  rendering  the  same  defendants 
should  pay  one-fifth  of  the  amount  thereof  to  the  plaintiff;  and  it  was 
further  awarded,  that  should  it  be  deemed  necessary  to  put  in  a new 
wheel,  &c.,  before  the  1st  of  October  then  next,  defendants  should 
pay  one-fifth  of  the  expenses  incurred  therein,  on  an  account  for 
the  same  being  rendered  to  defendants,  and  vouched  for,  as  before 
stated  in  said  award  for  the  proportion  of  future  repairs. 

Held,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  county  court,  that  defendants  were 
bound  to  pay  monthly  for  the  expense  of  a new  wheel,  in  the  same 
manner  as  for  the  other  repairs;  that  the  plaintiff  had  the  right  to 
judge  of  the  necessity  therefor;  and  that  in  declaring  upon  the  award 
it  was  suti  cient  to  aver  that  it  was  deemed  necessary,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  proceeded  to  put  it  in,  asbv  the  award  he  might  do. 

Appeal  from  the  county  court  of  Frontenac,  Lennox,  and 
Addington. 

The  plaintiff  sued  defendants  upon  an  award  made  on  the 
24th  of  March,  1860,  by  three  arbitrators,  by  which  he 
alleged  it  was, amongst  other  things,  directed  that  the  defen- 
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dants  should  pay  to  the  plaintiff  one-fifth  of  all  the  expenses 
that  might  by  him,  the  said  plaintiff,  be  necessarily  incurred 
after  the  first  day  of  October  then  next  ensuing,  for  the 
mutual  benefit  of  the  plaintiff  and  defendants,  in  renewing, 
or  repairing  the  water-wheel,  flume,  bulk-head,  head-gates,, 
dams,  or  any  other  expenses  that  might  be  incurred  for  the 
mutual  benefit  of  the  said  plaintiff  and  defendants,  and  that 
the  said  plaintiff  should  have  the  right  to  say  what  repairs 
should  be  done ; and  further,  that  the  plaintiff  should  render 
to  the  defendants  monthly  accounts,  properly  vouched  for,, 
of  the  expense  of  such  repairs  incurred  as  aforesaid  ; and 
that  within  one  month  from  the  time  of  rendering  such  ac- 
counts, vouched  for  as  aforesaid,  the  said  defendants  should 
pay  one-fifth  of  the  amount  thereof  to  the  said  plaintiff ; 
and  that  the  said  arbitrators  further  awarded,  that  should 
it  be  deemed  necessary  for  the  mutual  benefit  of  the  said 
plaintiff  and  defendants  to  put  in  a new  wheel,  flume,  and 
bulk-head,  or  any  of  them,  before  the  first  day  of  October 
then  next  ensuing,  then  that  the  said  defendants  should 
pay  one-fifth  of  the  expense  incurred,  upon  an  account  for 
the  same  being  rendered  to  the  defendants,  and  vouched 
for,  as  was  before-  stated  in  said  award  as  hereinbefore  men- 
tioned for  the  proportion  of  future  repairs. 

And  the  plaintiff  averred  that  it  was  deemed  necessary 
for  the  mutual  benefit  of  the  plaintiff  and  defendants  to  put 
in  a new  wheel,  flume,  and  bulkhead,  before  the  first  day  of 
October  next  after  said  award,  and  that  he,  the  said  plaintiff, 
proceeded  to  put  in  a new  wheel,  flume,  and  bulk-head,  as 
by  said  award  he  might  do  ; and  that,  in  accordance  with 
said  award,  a monthly  account  of  the  expenses  incurred  for 
the  same,  so  far  as  they  were  incurred  during  the  month 
of  August,  to  wit, the  month  of  August, 1860,  properly  vouched, 
for,  amounting  to  the  sum  of  $685.51  in  the  whole, was  duly 
rendered  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendants,  and  thereupon 
the  defendants,  by  virtue  of  the  said  award,  became  liable  to 
pay  to  the  plaintiff  in  one  month  from  the  time  of  rendering 
such  account  one-fifth  of  the  amount  thereof,  to  wit,  the  sum 
of  $187.70,  and  although  one  month  had  elapsed  before  the 
commencing  of  this  suit  since  rendering  said  account  to  the 


416  queen’s  bench,  Hilary  term,  24  vie.,  1861. 

defendants,  vouched  for  as  aforesaid,  yet  said  defendants 
had  not  paid  one-fifth  of  the  amount  thereof,  amounting  to 
said  sum  of  $137.70  or  any  part  thereof,  as  by  said  award  it 
is  awarded  that  they  should  do. 

The  defendants  demurred,  on  the  grounds,  1st,  that  it 
appears  that  the  defendants’  share  of  the  expense  of  the 
therein  mentioned  new  wheel,  &c.,  was  to  be  paid  upon  an 
account  of  the  expense  incurred  for  the  same  being  rendered 
to  the  defendants,  but  the  declaration  does  not  allege  that 
such  an  account  was  delivered,  but  alleges  only  that  an  ac- 
count of  part  of  the  said  expenses  was  delivered  ; namely,  so 
far  as  they  were  incurred  in  the  month  of  August. 

2ndly.  That  the  said  part  of  the  said  declaration  is 
ambiguous,  and  of  doubtful  meaning,  in  this,  that  it  does 
not  allege  by  whom  the  said  new  wheel,  &c.,  were  to  be 
deemed  necessary,  and  it  is  uncertain  whether  the  plaintiff 
means  to  allege  that  the  plaintiff  and  defendants  concurred 
as  to  such  necessity,  or  that  the  same  were  in  fact  neces- 
sary, or  how  necessary. 

The  cause  was  argued  in  the  court  below  by  G.  L.  Mowat, 
for  the  demurrer;  and  B.  M.  Britton,  contra,  and  the  fol- 
lowing judgment  pronounced  : 

McKenzie,  J. — 1 am  of  opinion  that  the  declaration  is 
sufficient,  and  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  judgment 
of  the  court. 

By  the  award  declared  upon  the  defendants  are  ordered 
to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  one-fifth  part  of  all  expenses  that 
might  be  necessarily  incurred  by  him  after  the  first  day  of 
October,  in  renewing  or  repairing  a certain  water-wheel, 
flume,  bulk-head,  dam,  or  any  other  expenses  that  might 
be  incurred  for  the  mutual  benefit  of  the  plaintiff  and  the 
defendants,  and  that  the  plaintiff  should  have  the  right  to 
say  what  repairs  should  be  done,  and  render  to  the  defend- 
ants monthly  accounts,  properly  vouched  for,  of  the  ex- 
pense of  such  repairs,  and  that  within  one  month  from  the 
time  of  rendering  such  accounts  the  defendants  should  pay 
one-fifth  of  the  amount  thereof  to  the  plaintiff. 

There  is  no  claim  made  by  the  plaintiff  on  this  part  of 
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the  award,  but  the  plaintiff  contends,  and  I think  justly, 
that  the  time  and  manner  of  rendering  an  account,  and  the 
mode  and  proportion  of  payment  for  the  work  contemplated 
by  the  second  branch  ok  the  award,  are  regulated  by  the 
first.  By  the  second  part  of  the  award  it  is  ordered,  that 
should  it  be  necessary  for  the  mutual  benefit  of  the  plaintiff 
and  defendants  to  put  in  anew  wheel,  flume,  and  bulkhead,  or 
any  of  them,  before  the  first  day  of  October,  then  that  the  de- 
fendants should  pay  one-fifth  of  the  expense  incurred,  upon 
an  account  for  the  same  being  rendered  to  the  defendants, 
and  vouched  for  as  was  before  stated  in  said  award,  as  here- 
inbefore stated , for  their  proportion  of  future  repairs.  It  is 
admitted  by  the  demurrer  that  it  was  necessary  for  the 
mutual  benefit  of  the  plaintiff  and  defendants  to  put  in  a 
new  wheel,  flume,  and  bulkhead,  before  the  first  day  of 
October,  and  that  the  plaintiff  proceeded  to  put  in  the  same, 
as  by  the  award  he  might  do,  and  that  in  accordance  with 
the  award  a monthly  account  of  the  expenses  for  the  same, 
so  far  as  they  were  incurred  during  the  month  of  August 
last,  properly  vouched  for,  amounting  to  the  sum  of  $888.98 
in  the  whole,  was  duly  rendered  to  the  plaintiff. 

I can  attach  no  other  meaning  to  the  above  connecting 
words  “was  before  stated,”  and  “ as  hereinbefore  mentioned 
for  the  proportion  of  future  repairs,”  than  that  they  point  out 
that  the  expenses  incurred  in  putting  in  a new  wheel,  flume, 
and  bulkhead,  should  be  paid  in  the  same  proportion,  after 
the  expiration  of  one  month  from  the  time  of  rendering  an 
account  of  them,  as  expenses  incurred  in  making  repairs 
would  be  paid.  The  direction  of  the  award  as  set  out  in  the 
declaration  is  that  the  defendants  shall  pay  one-fifth  of  the 
expenses  incurred,  not  one-fifth  of  the  expenses  in  gross 
when  completed.  What  sense  would  there  be  in  furnishing 
monthly  accounts,  if  the  defendants  would  not  be  liable  to  pay 
their  one-fifth  until  the  whole  work  should  be  completed  ? The 
evident  object  of  furnishing  a monthly  account  is  to  ascertain 
the  exact  amount  or  share  the  defendants  would  have  to  pay 
as  the  work  progressed.  I think,  therefore, that  the  plaintiff 
is  entitled  to  recover  upon  the  present  declaration  one-fifth 
of  the  expenses  incurred  during  the  month  of  August  last, 
27  u.  c.  q.  b.  20 
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in  proceeding  to  put  in  a new  wheel,  flume,  and  bulkhead, 
the  account  thereof  having  been  properly  rendered  and 
vouched  for. 

I cannot  see  how  the  language  of  the  award  and  declara- 
tion could  be  construed  to  carry  out  the  views  urged  by  the 
defendants,  namely,  that  the  defendants’  share  of  the  ex- 
penses of  the  work  could  not  be  recovered  from  them  until  the 
entire  work  necessary  to  put  in  the  new  wheel,  flume,  and 
bulkhead  should  be  completed.  The  necessity  for  putting  in 
the  wheel,  flume,  and  bulkhead,  before  the  first  day  of  Octo- 
ber, is  alleged  in  the  declaration  in  the  very  words  of  the 
award,  and  I think  that  is  sufficient.  The  award  has  con- 
ferred the  right  to  say  what  repairs  should  be  done  for  the 
mutual  benefit  of  the  plaintiff  and  defendants  upon  the  plain- 
tiff in  express  terms ; and  by  implication,  and  relation  of 
words,  I think  the  award  invests  him  with  the  same  right 
touching  the  putting  in  of  the  new  wheel,  flume,  and  bulk- 
head ; and  the  averment  that  “ the  plaintiff  proceeded  to  put 
in  a new  wheel,  flume,  and  bulkhead,  as  by  said  award  he 
might  do,”  is  sufficient  to  relieve  the  declaration  from  the 
ambiguity  and  uncertainty  urged  by  the  defendants  at  the 
argument,  and  stated  in  the  margin  of  the  demurrer.  On 
the  whole,  I think  that  the  judgment  of  the  court  should  be 
for  the  plaintiff  on  the  demurrer. 

From  this  judgment  the  defendant  appealed. 

Blake  for  the  appellant. 

Britton  for  the  respondents,  cited  Bradford  v.  O’Brien,  6 
U.  C.  B.  417  ; Kemble  v.  Mills,  1 M.  & Gr.  757 ; Davis  v. 
London  andBlackwall  B.  W.  Co.,  Ib.  801 ; Stephen  on  Pig. 
310,312. 

Bobinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

We  concur  in  the  opinion  given  by  the  learned  judge  of 
the  county  court  upon  the  construction  of  this  award,  and 
the  reasons  for  his  judgment  are  so  fully  and  clearly  stated 
that  we  do  not  desire  to  add  any  thing  to  them,  but  to  say 
that  it  appears  to  us  quite  reasonable  to  suppose  that  the 
arbitrators  did  mean  what  the  plaintiff  in  bringing  this 
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action  assumed  they  did,  and  that  if  they  meant  their  award 
to  be  taken  in  any  other  sense,  they  should  not  have  ex- 
pressed themselves  in  the  terms  they  have  done. 

We  think  the  appeal  must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 


Martin  v.  Clark. 

Covenant — Pleading — Set  off. 

The  declaration  stated  that  by  indenture  one  W.  G mortgaged  to  the 
plaintiff  and  two  others,  as  trustees  of  S.,  his  unexpired  term 
in  certain  lands,  to  secure  the  payment  to  said  trustees  of  £400, 
and  interest,  which  he  thereby  covenanted  to  pay  at  certain  times 
specified : that  said  W.  G.  also  by  indenture  mortgaged  said  term  to  the 
plaintiff,  to  secure  the  payment  to  him  of  £226  7s.  6d.:  that  under  a 
power  of  sale  in  said  last  mentioned  indenture  the  plaintiff  duly  sold 
the  mortgaged  premises  to  defendant  at  the  following  price — that  is 
to  say,  that  defendant  should  pay  the  mortgage  to  said  trustees,  and 
pay  £150  to  the  plaintiff : that  the  plaintiff  thereupon,  in  consideration 
of  such  price  to  be  paid,  assigned  said  premises  to  defendant,  and  de- 
fendant by  the  indenture  of  assignment  covenanted  with  the  plaintiff 
to  perform  the  covenants  in  the  mortgage  to  said  trustees;  and 
the  plaintiff  alleged  that  defendant  had  not  paid  the  price  so  to  be 
paid  by  him  for  his  said  purchase,  and  had  broken  his  covenant,  in 
this,  that  although  the  last  instalment  of  the  mortgage  money  payable 
to  the  trustees  was  due  and  unpaid,  yet  defendant  had  not  paid  the 
same. 

Defendant  pleaded,  1.  As  to  so  much  of  the  declaration  as  relates  to 
the  price  or  sum  of  money  to  be  paid  by  defendant  to  plaintiff,  that 
he  did  not  promise  as  alleged.  4.  As  to  so  much  as  relates  to  said 
price,  a set-off  for  moneys  due  by  plaintiff  to  defendant.  5.  As  to  so 
much  as  relates  to  the  plaintiff’s  claim  in  respect  to  the  mortgagefrom 
W.  G.  to  the  trustees,  a similar  set-off. 

Held,  on  demurrer,  pleas  bad,  for  the  first  was  not  a denial  of  the  coven- 
ant sued  upon,  but  an  attempt  to  put  in  issue  its  legal  effect:  the- 
fourth  and  fifth  were  pleaded  to  a cause  of  action  not  advanced,  as 
the  declaration  was  for  the  non-payment  of  money  to  the  trustees, 
not  to  the  plaintiff ; and  as  to  the  fifth  plea,  the  claim  under  the  coven- 
ant to  pay  the  trustees  was  not  one  to  which  a set-off  could  be  pleaded. 

Declaration. — That  by  indenture  dated  the  1st  of  Febru- 
ary, 1857,  made  between  William  Gilchrist,  of,  &c.,  of  the  first 
part,  and  Hugh  Moore,  of,  &c.,  Bichard  Martin,  of,  &c.,  and 
the  plaintiff,  trustees  of  John  Stinson,  a minor,  of  the  second 
part,  said  William  Gilchrist  mortgaged  to  said  trustees,  as 
such  trustees,  his,  said  William  Gilchrist’s,  then  unexpired 
residue  of  a certain  term  of  years,  commencing  on  the  1st 
of  April,  1855,  and  extending  for  and  during  the  full  and 
complete  term  of  ten  years  thence  next  ensuing,  (which  said 
William  Gilchrist  held  by  virtue  of  a certain  indenture  of 
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lease,  dated  the  1st  of  April,  1855,  and  made  between 
Nathan  Brice,  of,  &c.,  of  the  first  part,  and  said  William 
Gilchrist  of  the  second  part  thereof,)  of  and  in  a certain 
parcel  of  land  in  the  City  of  Hamilton,  in  the  County  of 
Wentworth,  described  as,  &c.,  to  secure  the  payment  to 
such  trustees  of  £400  of  their  trust  property,  then  bor- 
rowed by  said  William  Gilchrist,  in  manner  following : 
that  is  to  say,  £100  thereof,  with  interest  on  the  whole 
sum  remaining  unpaid  at  each  time  of  payment,  on  the 
first  day  of  November  in  each  and  every  year,  until  the 
said  principal  sum  of  £400  should  be  fully  paid  and  satis- 
fied, without  any  deduction  ; and  said  William  Gilchrist 
also,  in  and  by  such  indenture  of  mortgage,  covenanted 
to  and  with  such  trustees,  to  duly  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid 
unto  them  the  said  sum  of  £400,  together  with  interest  for 
the  same,  at  the  time  and  in  the  manner  thereinbefore  ap- 
pointed for  that  purpose,  as  aforesaid.  And  the  said  William 
Gilchrist  also,  by  indenture  made  between  him  and  the 
plaintiff,  mortgaged  the  said  term  of  and  in  the  said  demised 
premises  to  secure  the  re-payment  to  the  plaintiff  of  another 
sum  of  £226  7s.  6d.  (then  due  by  the  said  William  Gilchrist 
to  the  plaintiff,)  with  interest,  within  a certain  time  therein 
in  that  behalf  specified;  and  also  to  secure  the  payment  to  the 
plaintiff  of  all  further  advances  and  sums  the  plaintiff  might 
make  to  the  said  William  Gilchrist,  or  might  become  security 
or  liable  for,  for  or  on  behalf  of  the  said  William  Gilchrist, 
with  interest  upon  all  sums  over  due,  and  a fair  commission 
for  managing  the  business,  which  indenture  contained  a 
power  of  sale  to  the  plaintiff  of  such  mortgaged  premises, 
and  all  the  right,  title  and  interest  of  said  William  Gilchrist 
therein,  to  be  exercised  in  a certain  manner  and  form,  and 
upon  the  performance  of  certain  preliminaries  therein  in  that 
behalf  specified,  in  case  the  said  William  Gilchrist  should 
make  default  in  payment  thereof  to  the  plaintiff  as  therein 
specified  ; that  afterwards  the  said  William  Gilchrist  made 
default  in  that  behalf,  and  thereupon  the  plaintiff,  having 
performed  all  such  preliminaries  in  the  manner  and  form  so 
prescribed,  and  with  the  knowledge  and  consent  of  the  said 
William  Gilchrist  to  the  hereinafter  next  mentioned  sale 
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thereof,  sold  the  said  mortgaged  premises  to  the  defendant 
under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  power  of  sale,  and  for  such 
default  of  payment  of  such  mortgage  money  and  interest  to 
the  plaintiff  by  said  William  Gilchrist  to  such  defendant,  at 
and  for  the  following  price ; that  is  to  say,  that  the  defendant 
should  pay  off  and  satisfy  the  said  mortgage  to  the  said 
trustees,  and  also  pay  to  the  plaintiff  <£150  of  lawful  money 
of  Canada ; and  thereupon,  in  execution  of  such  sale  there- 
of by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  and  such  purchase  by 
the  defendant  thereof  from  the  plaintiff,  the  plaintiff,  by 
indenture  dated  the  19th  of  August,  1857,  and  made  between,, 
and  signed,  sealed  and  delivered  as  their  act  and  deed  by, 
the  plaintiff,  of  the  one  part  thereof,  and  the  defendant  of 
the  other  part  thereof,  in  consideration  of  such  price  so  to 
be  paid  by  the  defendant  as  aforesaid,  assigned,  transferred, 
and  set  over  unto  the  defendant,  his  executors,  administra- 
tors and  assigns,  the  said  mortgaged  premises,  subject  to 
the  said  mortgage  to  the  said  trustees,  and  all  the  said 
equity  of  redemption,  estates,  rights  and  interests  of  said 
William  Gilchrist,  in,  to  and  concerning  such  mortgaged 
premises ; and  the  defendant  thereupon,  in  and  by  such  in- 
denture of  assignment  thereof  to  him,  covenanted  to  and 
with  the  plaintiff  to  perform  the  covenants  and  agreements 
contained  in  the  said  lease  from  said  Nathan  Brice,  and  in 
the  said  mortgage  so  made  by  said  William  Gilchrist  to  such 
trustees  as  aforesaid;  and  the  plaintiff  says  that  he,  the 
plaintiff,  lias  well  and  duly  performed  all  conditions  pre- 
cedent on  his  part  to  be  performed  concerning  the  premises, 
yet  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  said  price  so  to  be  paid 
by  him  for  his  said  purchase  as  aforesaid,  and  has  broken 
his  said  covenant,  in  this,  that  although  the  last  of  such 
instalments  of  such  mortgage  money  and  interest  so  payable 
to  said  trustees  as  aforesaid,  was  before  the  commencement 
of  this  suit  and  still  is  wlioly  due  and  unpaid,  yet  the  de- 
fendant neglected  and  refused  to  pay  the  same,  or  any  part 
thereof — and  the  plaintiff  claims  £150. 

Pleas — 1.  As  to  so  much  of  the  said  declaration  as  relates 
to  the  supposed  price  or  sum  of  money  to  be  paid  by  the 
defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  that  the  defendant  did  not  promise 
as  alleged. 
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4.  To  so  much  of  the  said  declaration  as  relates  to  the 
said  price  so  to  be  paid  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff, 
that  the  plaintiff  at  the  commencement  of  this  suit  was, 
and  still  is  indebted  to  the  defendant  in  an  amount  greater 
than  the  plaintiff’s  claim,  to  wit,  in  the  sum  of  £1000,  for 
that  the  plaintiff  on  the  19tli  of  October,  1856,  by  deed, 
covenanted  with  the  defendant  to  pay  to  the  defendant 
£2,500,  with  interest  thereon,  at  the  rate  of  six  per  cent,  per 
annum,  as  follows,  to  wit,  one-tenth  part  thereof  in  a pro- 
missory note,  and  the  balance  in  ten  equal  annual  instal- 
ments from  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  with  interest 
on  the  unpaid  principal  at  the  time  of  each  payment,  half 
yearly ; also,  in  the  sum  of  £800  for  money  paid  by  the 
plaintiff  for  defendant  at  his  request,  money  lent,  money 
received,  for  interest,  and  on  account  stated. 

5.  As  to  so  much  of  the  said  declaration  as  relates  to  the 
plaintiff’s  claim  in  respect  of  the  mortgage  from  William 
Gilchrist  to  the  said  trustees,  a set-off,  as  in  the  fourth  plea. 

Demurrer , on  the  grounds,  as  to  the  first  plea,  that  the 
plaintiff’s  action  is  only  for  the  breach  of  a specific  covenant, 
which  the  defendant  admits  impliedly,  so  far  as  such  first 
plea  is  concerned,  by  not  denying,  and  does  not  in  any  way 
in  that  first  plea  object  to  having  been  liable  thereupon  : 
that  such  plea  is  bad,  either  for  attempting  to  put  in  issue 
a wholly  immaterial  matter,  or  because  the  defendant  is 
thereby  attempting,  after  admitting  for  the  purposes  of  that 
first  plea  his  deed,  and  the  legal  effect  thereof,  as  set  out 
in  the  declaration,  to  submit  that  legal  question  for  the 
court  to  a jury,  as  if  it  were  a mere  question  of  fact. 

As  to  the  fourth  plea,  that  is  not  pleaded  to  the  cause  or 
any  part  of  the  cause  of  action  in  the  declaration  mentioned, 
but  merely  to  a portion  of  the  matters  of  inducement  therein 
alleged  ; also,  that  the  plaintiff  in  this  action  is  merely  suing 
for  the  breach  of  the  defendant’s  covenant  to  pay  to  the 
trustees  in  the  declaration  mentioned  the  last  of  the  instal- 
ments payable  to  such  trustees  upon  the  mortgage  in  the 
declaration  in  that  behalf  mentioned,  and  the  defendant  can- 
not by  law  plead  such  set-off  as  in  that  fourth  plea  is  alleged 
to  such  breach,  upon  which  the  plaintiff  is  seeking,  as  in  the 
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declaration  mentioned,  to  recover  only  unliquidated  dam- 
ages ; also,  because  set-off  cannot  be  pleaded  to  such  a 
breach  of  covenant,  which  is  not  for  the  payment  of  money 
to  the  plaintiff,  but  to  others,  namely,  the  trustees  of  the 
infant  in  the  declaration  mentioned;  also,  because  the  de- 
fendant in  such  plea  attempts  to  set  off  a supposed  debt 
not  due  at  the  time  of  pleading  such  plea,  and  also  thereby 
attempts  to  set  off  mere  unliquidated  damages  for  not  giving 
a promissory  note. 

And  to  the  fifth  plea,  the  same  objections. 

Martin,  for  the  demurrer,  cited  Chy.  Junr.  Prec.  499. 

R.  A.  Harrison,  contra,  cited  Chy.  on  Pig.,  vol.  i.,  p. 
307-8  ; Mountford  v.  Horton,  2 N.R.  62;  Dearie  v.  Barrett, 
2 A.  & E.  82  ; Abbott  v.  Hicks,  5 Bing.  N.  C.  578  ; Collins 
v.  Collins,  2 Burr.  820 ; Fletcher  v.  Dyche,  2 T.  R.  32. 

Robinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

The  first  plea  is  no  doubt  bad.  The  defendant  is  sued 
upon  no  other  promise  than  such  as  he  is  alleged  to  have 
made  by  covenant  in  the  indenture  executed  between  the 
plaintiff  and  him.  He  does  not  deny  the  making  of  such  a 
covenant  as  is  set  out,  but  says  that  he  did  not  promise 
as  the  plaintiff  alleges,  which  is  doing  nothing  more  or  less 
than  referring  to  the  jury  a question  upon  the  proper  con- 
struction of  the  deed,  which  he  has  not  denied.  Then,  be- 
sides, the  plea  has  no  relation  to  the  cause  of  action  on 
which  the  plaintiff  is  suing,  which  is  not  for  the  £150,  or 
any  other  sum  that  the  defendant  covenanted  to  pay  to  the 
plaintiff,  but  for  not  having  paid  to  the  trustees  the  sums 
due  to  them  upon  the  mortgage  made  to  them  by  Gilchrist, 
which  the  defendant,  according  to  the  declaration,  coven- 
anted he  would  do. 

It  is  one  disadvantage  of  allowing  pleadings  to  be  so 
loosely  framed,  that  it  may  be  often  uncertain  for  what  the 
plaintiff  is  really  suing,  and  the  present  declaration  i3  an 
instance  of  that,  for  there  is  some  colour  for  supposing  that 
the  plaintiff  may  have  intended  to  claim  in  this  action  for  the 
£150,  which,  according  to  the  statement  of  the  transaction 
between  the  defendant  and  him,  was  to  be  paid  by  defendant 
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as  part  of  the  price  or  consideration  to  be  given  by  defend- 
ant for  the  land  ; and  we  cannot  say  we  are  surprised  that 
the  defendant  fell  into  the  error  of  imagining  that  the  action 
was  brought  in  part  for  that,  hut  we  do  not  think  that  that 
is  the  most  reasonable  and  obvious  construction  of  the  de- 
claration. 

On  the  contrary,  it  appears  to  us  that  the  plaintiff  is  suing 
only  for  the  single  branch  of  covenant  in  not  paying  the 
last  instalment  due  to  the  trustees  upon  Gilchrist’s  mort- 
gage to  them.  The  plaintiff  in  his  causes  of  demurrer  as- 
signed does  take  the  exception,  we  see,  that  the  declaration 
contains  no  demand  on  any  other  account,  and  it  could 
not  after  that  be  permitted  to  him  to  claim  for  the  £150 
payable  to  the  plaintiff. 

We  think  we  must  hold  that  the  defendant  in  his  first 
and  fourth  pleas  is  defending  himself  against  a supposed 
cause  of  action  which  is  not  advanced  by  the  declaration,, 
and  that  those  pleas  are  therefore  bad. 

The  fifth  plea  is  objected  to  on  another  ground.  That 
plea  goes  to  the  alleged  breach  in  not  paying  the  money  due 
to  the  trustees.  It  is  expressly  stated  in  the  declaration 
that  the  defendant  undertook  to  pay  that  money  to  the  trus- 
tees, and  though  in  setting  out  the  defendant’s  covenant 
to  the  plaintiff,  it  is  not  repeated  that  the  money  remaining 
due  on  Gilchrist’s  mortgage  was  to  be  paid  to  the  trustees , 
yet  that  must  be  inferred  from  the  previous  statement  in 
the  declaration  of  the  terms  of  the  sale  to  the  defendant, 
especially  as  it  was  to  them  that  the  money  was  to  go. 
This,  then,  was  no  case  of  mutual  debts  between  plaintiff 
and  defendant,  but  is  like  any  other  case  of  a plaintiff  suing 
defendant  for  not  indemnifying  him  or  his  estate  against 
charges  that  may  be  brought  by  a third  party,  and  in  such 
cases  a set-off  is  not  pleadable. 

The  plaintiff  is  therefore  entitled  to  judgment,  we  think, 
on  all  the  demurrers. 

Judgment  for  plaintiff  on  demurrer. 
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Armstrong  v.  Little  and  Houston. 

Ejectment — Notice  under  Consol.  Stats.  U.  C.,  ch.  27,  sec.  17 — Estoppel . 

In  an  action  of  ejectment  the  plaintiff  proved  a paper  title,  but  the  grant 
from  the  Crown  did  not  issue  until  1826,  and  the  deed  from  the  grantee 
was  executed  in  1824.  This  deed  was  lost,  and  the  memorial  of  it  pro- 
duced as  secondary  evidence  shewed  it  to  have  been  an  ordinary  con- 
veyance in  fee,  but  did  not  shew  what  covenants  it  contained.  The 
plaintiff  gave  a notice  under  Consol.  Stats.  U.  C.,  ch.  27,  sec.  17,  and 
defendants  shewed  no  title. 

Held , that  the  deed  by  the  patentee  should  be  presumed  to  have  been 
one  which  would  operate  by  estoppel,  and  that  the  statute  applied. 

Ejectment  for  lot  15,  in  the  second  concession  of  thetown- 
ship  of  Huntley. 

The  defendants  appeared  for  the  whole  lot,  though  in  fact 
they  were  only  in  possession  of  part  of  it. 

The  plaintiff  claimed  title,  by  the  notice  given  with  the 
writ  of  summons,  by  virtue  of  conveyances  from  the  grantee 
of  the  Crown  down  to  himself.  The  defendants,  by  their 
notice,  besides  denying  the  plaintiff’s  title,  claimed  to  hold 
by  length  of  possession. 

The  plaintiff  also  served  the  defendants  with  a notice  under 
the  17th  section  of  Consol.  Stats.  U.  C.,  ch.  27. 

The  trial  took  place  at  Ottawa,  before  Robinson , C.  J.  The 
patent  from  the  Crown  to  William  Grant,  for  the  whole  lot, 
dated  the  7 th  of  February,  1826,  was  put  in.  The  deed  from 
Grant  to  John  Hall  was  not  produced.  It  was  proved  that 
this  deed  had  been  placed  in  the  hands  of  a Mr.  Harvey,  a 
solicitor  living  in  Ottawa,  for  the  purpose  of  some  proceedings 
being  taken  in  reference  to  the  land.  Mr.  Harvey  left  the 
province  some  years  ago,  leaving  his  papers  in  possession  of 
Mr.  Ford,  of  Brockville,  who  placed  the  same  in  possession 
of  Mr.  Scott,  of  Ottawa.  It  was  proved  that  upon  search  made 
no  trace  of  the  deed  could  be  found,  and  secondary  evidence  of 
it  was  admitted.  The  memorial  of  it  was  produced  from  the  re- 
gistry office  of  the  county  of  Carleton,  executed  by  Grant,  the 
grantor,  which  purported  to  shew  that  William  Grant,  of  the 
city  of  Montreal,  in  Lower  Canada,  gentleman,  conveyed  to 
John  Hall,  of  the  same  place,  hair-dresser,  the  land  in  ques- 
tion, by  deed,  dated  the  8th  of  November,  1824.  The  memo- 
rial was  of  the  same  date,  the  affidavit  of  one  of  the  wit- 
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nesses  was  sworn  before  one  of  the  judges  of  the  Court  of 
King’s  Bench  for  the  district  of  Montreal,  on  the  same  day, 
and  the  deed  was  registered  in  the  county  registry  on  the 
28th  of  November,  1824.  John  Hall  died  in  October,  1828, 
in  Montreal,  leaving  his  son  and  heir-at-law,  Archibald 
Hall,  then  about  two  or  three  years  old.  The  family  of  the 
Halls,  consisting  of  the  widow,  two  daughters,  and  the  son, 
Archibald,  remained  in  Montreal  until  1884,  when  they 
removed  to  the  United  States. 

There  was  proved  a deed,  dated  the  3rd  of  May,  1850, 
purporting  to  be  made  at  Montreal,  between  Archibald 
Hall,  of  the  city  of  Philadelphia,  acting  by  his  attorneys, 
Mack  and  Muir,  of  the  city  of  Montreal,  of  the  one  part, 
and  Samuel  Falls,  residing  in  the  township  of  Huntley,  of 
the  other  part,  and  to  convey  the  land  in  question  in  fee  to 
Samuel  Falls.  This  deed,  in  the  execution,  did  not  express 
that  it  was  made  by  Archibald  Hall  by  the  attorneys,  but 
was  signed  by  the  attorneys  in  their  own  names,  without 
saying  that  it  was  executed  on  behalf  of  any  one.  It  was 
registered  on  the  6th  of  May,  1850.  A notarial  copy  of  the 
power  of  attorney  under  which  this  deed  was  executed  was 
produced,  dated  the  5th  of  March,  1849,  authorizing  the 
attorneys  to  sell  and  convey  the  land  in  question. 

Next  was  proved  a conveyance  from  Samuel  Falls  and 
wife  to  the  plaintiff,  dated  the  12th  of  March,  and  regis- 
tered on  the  16th  of  March,  1860.  Then  a deed  of  bar- 
gain and  sale  in  consideration  of  4H25,  was  proved,  from 
Archibald  Hall  to  the  plaintiff,  dated  the  30th  of  May, 
1860,  for  the  same  land.  This  deed  recited  that  he,  Archi- 
bald Hall,  had  conveyed  by  deed,  dated  the  3rd  of  May, 
1850,  to  Samuel  Falls,  and  that  Falls  had  by  deed  of  the 
12th  of  March,  1860,  conveyed  to  the  plaintiff.  It  con- 
tained a covenant  by  Archibald  Hall  for  further  assurance, 
to  be  executed  when  the  plaintiff  might  deem  the  same 
necessary. 

At  the  close  of  the  plaintiff’s  case  the  defendants’  counsel 
moved  for  a nonsuit  on  several  grounds,  of  which  the  only 
one  material  to  notice  is,  that  the  patent  to  Grant  did  not  issue 
until  the  7th  of  February,  1826,  and  the  deed  from  him  to 
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Hall  was  executed  on  the  8th  November,  1824  : that  there 
was  no  proof  whether  that  conveyance  contained  covenants 
for  title,  or  covenants  for  further  assurance,  the  memorial 
registered  not  establishing  it,  and  that  there  was  nothing  to 
shew  that  it  could  operate  by  way  of  estoppel. 

The  plaintiff  relied  upon  his  notice,  given  under  the  17th 
section  of  the  Consol.  Stats.  U.  C.,  ch.  27th,  to  compel  the 
defendants  to  shew  their  title  before  they  could  sustain  such 
an  objection. 

The  learned  Chief  Justice  overruled  the  defendants’  objec- 
tion, leaving  them  to  move  upon  that  ground  if  necessary. 

The  defendants  gave  no  evidence  of  any  title,  and  it  was 
admitted  they  could  not  prove  possession  to  defeat  the 
plaintiff’s  title. 

The  learned  Chief  Justice  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether 
they  were  satisfied  with  the  proof  that  Archibald  Hall  was 
the  heir  of  John  Hall,  and  with  the  proof  of  the  different 
conveyances,  remarking  that  although  more  evidence  might 
be  given,  yet  in  his  opinion  sufficient  appeared  to  shew  that 
the  plaintiff  was  the  true  proprietor  of  the  land. 

The  jury,  however,  found  a verdict  for  the  defendants. 

Richards , Q.  C.,  obtained  a rule  to  shew  cause  why  the 
verdict  should  not  be  set  aside,  and  anew  trial  granted,  on 
the  grounds  that  the  verdict  was  contrary  to  law  and  evi- 
dence, and  perverse,  and  against  the  judge’s  charge.  He 
oited  Rex  v.  Inhabitants  of  Morton,  4 M.  & S.  48  ; Rex  v. 
Inhabitants  of  Kenilworth,  7 Q.  B.  642  ; Tay.  Ev.,  sec.  400. 

Crombie  shewed  cause. 

Burns,  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

There  is  reason  to  believe  that  the  jury  in  this  cause  either 
entertained  an  idea  that  the  plaintiff  had  beenspeculatingin 
making  a purchase  of  the  lot  in  question,  and  so  that  they 
would  find  against  him;  or  that  they  determined  in  their  minds 
not  to  be  satisfied  with  the  evidence  on  some  of  the  points,  so 
as  to  excuse  their  consciences  from  finding  a verdict  for  the 
plaintiff.  Another  cause  was  tried  immediately  after  this  one 
on  the  same  evidence  and  facts,  for  another  portion  of  the 
same  lot, and  the  second  jury  found  a verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 
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With  regard  to  the  heirship  of  Archibald  Hall,  no  reasona- 
ble person  ought  to  have  doubted, upon  the  evidence  adduced, 
that  he  was  the  son  and  heir  of  John  Hall.  Then  with  re- 
spect to  the  deed  purporting  to  be  executed  by  the  attorneys 
of  Archibald  Hall  to  Samuel  Falls,  the  case  by  no  means 
depended  upon  the  question  whether  that  was  or  was  not  pro- 
perly executed  by  the  attorneys,  for  Archibald  Hall  himself 
executed  a deed  to  the  plaintiff  on  the  80th  of  May,  1860, 
and  that  deed  is  not  merely  a confirmation  of  the  deed  be- 
fore made  to  Falls,  but  it  is  a deed  of  bargain  and  sale  in 
consideration  of  50125.  Archibald  Hall  was  examined  as  a 
witness  at  the  trial,  and  he  proved  that  he  agreed  to  sell  the 
land  to  Falls  for  $600,  of  which  Falls  paid  him  $100,  and  a 
mortgage  to  secure  the  remaining  $500  was  given.  This 
$500  was  paid  to  him  by  the  plaintiff  when  he  conveyed  to 
the  plaintiff. 

Then  as  to  the  objection  made,  that  it  does  not  appear 
that  Grant’s  conveyance  to  John  Hall  was  such  that  Grant 
himself,  or  his  heirs,  or  any  one  claiming  by  or  under  him, 
would  be  estopped,  the  effect  of  the  notice  served  by  the 
plaintiff,  under  Consol.  Stats.  U.  C.,  ch.  27,  sec.  17,  is  to 
be  considered.  The  defendants  did  not  give  any  such  evi- 
dence of  title  as  shewed  that  they  were  persons  legally  entitled 
to  the  land,  or  bona  fide  claimed  to  be  entitled  by  reason  of 
the  defect,  if  there  were  any,  in  the  deed  of  Grant  to  Hall 
operating  by  way  of  estoppel.  In  the  words  of  the  18th 
section, the  first  inquiry  is  whether  the  evidence  was  sufficient 
to  satisfy  the  court  and  jury  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled 
n justice  to  be  regarded  as  the  proprietor  of  the  land.  It 
seemed  the  learned  Chief  Justice  was  satisfied  of  that  fact, 
though  the  jury  perversely,  as  we  think,  thought  otherwise 
upon  some  point  unconnected  with  the  one  in  question. 

On  considering  the  matter  in  connection  with  the  evidence, 
there  can  really  be  no  reason  to  suppose  that  Grant  did  not 
believe  that  he  had  effectually  conveyed  the  land  to  John 
Hall.  The  memorial  of  that  deed,  executed  by  Grant,  tells 
us  that  it  was  a bargain  and  sale  of  the  lot  to  John  Hall, 
and  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  and  to  their  own  proper 
use  and  benefit.  The  patent  afterwards  is  found  in  the 
possession  of  the  heir  of  John  Hall,  and  produced  by  him 
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when  he  sells  and  conveys  the  land.  The  presumption  there- 
fore is  in  favour  of  the  conveyance  containing  such  terms  as 
would  enable  it  to  operate  by  estoppel.  The  instrument  not 
being  produced,  of  course  it  is  impossible  to  say  whether 
there  be  or  not  the  legal  form  wanting  to  shew  a perfect 
legal  title,  but  the  production  of  that  deed  for  the  purpose  is 
not  indispensable,  for  if  he  cannot  shew  a perfect  legal  title 
by  reason  of  or  from  causes  not  within  the  power  of  the 
plaintiff  to  remedy  by  using  due  diligence,  he  still  may  have 
the  benefit  of  the  provisions.  Here  the  plaintiff  shews  that 
the  conveyance  itself  cannot  be  found,  and  from  the  evidence 
we  have  we  think  it  preponderates  in  favour  of  the  convey- 
ance being  one  which  would  operate  by  estoppel,  and  of  that 
fact  the  jury  ought  to  be  satisfied. 

If  the  court  and  jury  both  be  satisfied  that  the  plaintiff 
ought  to  be  regarded  in  justice  as  the  proprietor  of  the  land, 
then  is  the  case  such  as  entitles  the  plaintiff  to  give  the  notice 
provided  for  in  the  17th  section  ? Are  these  defendants  then 
to  be  considered  intruders,  having  no  claim  or  colour  of  legal 
claim  to  the  possession  ? As  to  the  first,  no  claim  of  any 
kind  beyond  that  of  mere  possession  was  pretended,  and  as 
to  the  second,  it  was  admitted  by  the  defendants’  counsel 
that  they  could  not  rely  upon  possession,  for  Hall  and  his 
heir  at  law  were  never  in  Upper  Canada,  so  that  the  Statute 
of  Limitations  did  not  apply.  In  Doe  dem.  Lyons  v.  Craw- 
ford, (6  0.  S.  344,)  this  court  held  that  a person  who  had 
gained  title  by  twenty  years’  possession  could  not  be  said 
to  be  a person  having  no  colour  of  legal  claim,  and  there- 
fore he  could  not  be  prevented  from  taking  advantage  of 
either  technical  form  in  the  title  or  imperfections  appearing 
in  the  case.  The  present  case  is  very  different,  for  there  is 
nothing  to  prevent  the  plaintiff  from  recovering  but  the  bare 
supposition  that  possibly,  if  we  saw  the  deed  of  conveyance 
from  Grant  to  John  Hall,  it  might  be  found  that  it  was  a 
deed  which  did  not  operate  by  way  of  estoppel. 

No  doubt  the  rule  is  that  the  plaintiff  must  recover  by  the 
strength  of  his  own  title,  and  not  the  weakness  of  his  adver- 
sary’s, but  there  the  evidence  shews  that  the  plaintiff  ought  in 
justice  to  be  regarded  as  the  proprietor  of  the  land,  and  the 
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presumption  preponderates  that  it  would  prove  to  be  legally 
so  if  we  saw  all,  and  the  question  is  whether  in  such  a case 
the  17th  and  18th  sections  do  not  apply  to  prevent  a failure 
of  justice.  We  think  they  do,  and  that  therefore  the  ruling 
of  the  Chief  Justice  was  right,  and  the  rule  for  a new  trial 
should  be  made  absolute. 

Eule  absolute. 


Scott  v.  John  Carveth,  Donald  Manson,  Egbert  Manson, 
and  John  White. 

Ships — Registration — Effect  of  Imperial  Act , 17  & 18  Vic.,  chap.  104. — Sale 
of  equity  of  redemption 

The  imperial  act,  17  & 18  Vic.,  ch.  104,  does  not  repeal  altogether  the 
provincial  statute  8 Vic.,  ch.  5,  but  applies  only  to  vessels  proceeding 
to  sea,  and  our  statute  remains  in  force  as  to  all  vessels  navigating 
exclusively  the  inland  waters  of  the  province. 

Where  a mortgaged  vessel  had  been  sold  under  fi.  fa.,  and  the  purchaser 
brought  replevin:  Held,  that  he  acquired  no  right,  the  equity  of 
redemption  not  being  saleable, and  that  the  defendant  must  succeed  on 
a plea  denying  the  plaintiff’s  property , though  he  shewed  no  connection 
with  the  mortgage. 

Eeplevin  for  the  schooner  called  the  “ Defiance.” 

Pleas — 1.  That  the  schooner  was  not  nor  is  the  property 
of  the  plaintiff.  2.  That  the  schooner  was  the  property  of 
the  defendant  Carveth,  and  not  of  the  plaintiff,  and  that 
the  defendant  Carveth  as  the  owner,  and  the  other  defend- 
ants as  his  servants,  and  by  his  command,  took  the  goods 
as  complained  of. 

The  trial  took  place  at  Cobourg,  before  Burns , J.,  and  the 
facts  of  the  case  appeared  as  follows: — the  sheriff  of  the 
united  counties  of  Northumberland  and  Durham  had  on 
the  26th  of  February,  1858,  an  execution  against  goods  in 
his  hands,  in  a suit  of  one  William  Ferguson  v.  Donald  Man- 
son,  William  Manson,  and  William  Garnett.  At  that  time 
the  Mansons,  or  one  of  them,  were  engaged  in  building  the 
schooner  in  question  at  Port  Hope,  and  the  vessel  was  then 
upon  the  stocks.  Messrs  McLeod  and  McIntyre  claimed 
the  vessel  by  virtue  of  a bill  of  sale  of  her.  The  sheriff, 
at  the  instigation  of  Garnett,  one  of  the  defendants  in  the 
execution,  proceeded  to  sell  the  schooner  as  Manson's  pro- 
perty, and  did  sell  her  in  the  month  of  May,  1858.  At 
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that  sale,  one  Ulyott  bid  off  the  vessel,  not  for  himself,, 
however,  but  as  an  agent  for  Garnett.  The  defendant, 
Carveth  and  Ulyott  joined  Garnett  in  a bond  to  the  sheriff,, 
to  indemnify  him  for  selling  the  vessel.  Messrs.  McLeod 
and  McIntyre  sued  the  sheriff, the  deputy  sheriff, and  Garnett, 
Ulyott,  and  Carveth,  for  the  trespass  in  selling  their  pro- 
perty, and  they  finally  obtained  judgment  on  the  11th  of 
April,  1860,  for  J!888  9s.  3d.  (a)  In  the  meantime  Garnett, 
finished  and  rigged  the  vessel,  and  on  the  9th  of  June,  1859, 
registered  her  at  Port  Hope,  in  his  name,  as  owner,  calling 
her  the  “ Defiance.”  The  custom-house  officer  granted  a 
certificate  of  ownership,  based  upon  the  builder’s  certificate 
and  declaration,  all  in  the  forms  of  and  as  if  granted  under 
the  provincial  statute,  8 Vic.,  ch.  5. 

On  the  10th  of  June,  1859,  Garnett  made  a mortgage 
upon  the  schooner  to  James  Falconer,  to  secure  to  him  the 
payment  of  ^6800,  to  be  paid  in  six  months  from  the  date. 
This  mortgage  was  duly  registered  in  the  custom-house  at 
Port  Hope,  on  the  11th  of  June,  1859,  and  duly  entered  the 
same  day,  upon  the  certificate  of  ownership.  It  appeared 
by  the  certificate  of  ownership,  by  an  entry  thereon  made 
on  the  18th  of  January,  1860,  that  James  Falconer  had,  by 
bill  of  sale,  by  way  of  assignment,  dated  16th  January,  1860, 
assigned  and  transferred  the  mortgage  to  the  defendant 
Carveth,  but  the  defendants  at  the  trial  refused  to  put  in 
or  rely  upon  that  assignment. 

On  the  11th  of  April,  1860,  Messrs.  McLeod  & McIntyre 
sued  out  execution  upon  their  judgment  against  the  sheriff, 
the  deputy-sheriff,  Garnett,  and  Ulyott,  directed  to  the 
coroner.  Upon  this  writ  the  coroner  seized  the  schooner 
as  Garnett’s  property,  and  on  the  2nd  of  May,  1860,  sold 
her  to  the  plaintiff  as  the.  highest  bidder,  for  $700.  The 
defendant  Carveth  was  present  and  forbade  the  sale. 

The  defendants  contended  that  under  the  circumstances 
the  coroner  could  not  sell  the  vessel  upon  the  writ  of  execu- 
tion. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  plaintiff  argued — 1st.  That  the 
statute  8 Vic.,  ch.  5,  was  only  to  remain  in  force  until  the 
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imperial  legislature  passed  an  act  applying  to  the  inland 
waters  of  this  country : that  the  imperial  act,  17  & 18  Vic., 
ch.  104,  (passed  on  the  10th  of  August,  1854,)  in  effect 
repealed  the  provincial  act,  and  that  the  registration  in  this 
case  not  being  according  to  the  imperial  statute,  there  was 
in  truth  no  valid  registration,  and  the  corner  might  sell  the 
schooner  as  the  property  of  either  Garnett  or  Ulyott,  he, 
Ulyott,  having  bid  her  off  at  the  first  sale,  and  the  present 
execution  being  against  the  both. 

2.  Or  if  the  vessel  could  be  treated  as  a properly  regis- 
tered vessel,  then  that  the  corner  had  a legal  right  to  sell 
Garnett’s  equity  of  redemption ; and  as  these  defendants 
had  shewn  no  title  in  themselves,  they  were  to  be  treated 
as  strangers  and  trespassers,  and  could  not  contest  the 
plaintiff’s  right  to  recover  in  this  action. 

A verdict  was  taken  for  the  plaintiff,  subject  to  the  opinion 
of  the  court. 

Cameron,  Q.  C.,  for  the  plaintiff,  cited  Ringham  v.  Cle- 
ments, 12  Q.  B.  260  ; O’Connor  v.  Majoribanks,  4 M.  & G. 
485  ; Dirks  v.  Richards,  lb.  574. 

Donald  Bethune  and  C.  S.  Patterson,  for  defendants,  cited 
Kitchen  v.  Irving,  8 E.  & B.  789  ; F arrant  v.  Thompson, 
5 B.  & Al.  828 ; Scatcherd  v.  Equitable  Fire  Insurance 
Company,  8 C.  P.  415  ; Isaac  v.  Belcher,  5 M.  & W.  189; 
Chase  v.  Goble,  8 M.  & Gr.  980 ; Freshney  v.  Garrick, 
1 H.  & N.  658 ; Newnham  v.  Stevenson,  10  C.  B.  728  ; 
Owen  v.  Knight,  4 Bing.  N.  C.  54  ; Butter  v.  Hobson,  lb. 
290. 

The  statutes  cited  are  referred  to  in  the  judgment. 

Burns,  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  first  objection  made  by  the 
plaintiff’s  counsel,  that  the  vessel  in  question  in  this  cause  is 
not  to  be  treated  as  a properly  registered  vessel,  is  not  en- 
titled to  prevail.  The  legislature  of  Canada,  in  1845,  clearly 
understood  that  the  imperial  act  8 & 4 Wm.  IV.,  ch.  55, 
did  not  extend  to  vessels  navigating  the  inland  waters  of 
this  province,  and  therefore  passed  the  statute  8 Vic.,  ch.  5, 
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under  which  act  the  vessel  has  been  registered  in  1859.  The 
Merchants  Shipping  Act  of  the  imperial  parliament,  17  & 
18  Vie.,  ch.  104,  passed  on  the  18th  of  August,  1854,  cer- 
tainly repealed  that  of  3 & 4 Wm.  IV.,  ch.  55,  but  did  not 
repeal  our  provincial  act,  unless  by  implication,  or  by  some 
provision  contained  therein  necessarily  overriding  it.  The 
27th  section  of  the  provincial  act  provides  for  the  act  ceasing 
if  at  any  time  the  act  of  the  imperial  parliament  (3  & 4 
Wm.  IV.,  cited  therein)  “ shall  be  extended  to  vessels  navi- 
gating the  inland  waters  of  this  province,  and  not  'proceeding 
to  sea”  Now  that  act  never  has  been  extended,  either  by 
the  imperial  or  provincial  legislature,  to  such  inland  waters, 
but  what  has  been  done  by  the  imperial  parliament  is  to  pass 
another  act  called  the  Merchants  Shipping  Act.  The  provi- 
sion of  the  Consolidated  Acts  of  Canada,  ch.  41,  sec.  27,  is 
as  follows:  “that  this  act  shall  cease  and  determine  as  to 
any  further  registration  under  it,  whenever  the  laws  of  the 
united  kingdom  for  the  registering  of  British  ships  are  ex- 
tended to  vessels  navigating  the  inland  waters  of  this  pro- 
vince, and  not  proceeding  to  sea.”  These  words  cannot 
introduce  an  imperial  act  passed  five  years  before. 

The  question  therefore  simply  is  whether  the  Merchants 
Shipping  Act  per  se  in  effect  repeals  the  provincial  act. 
The  provincial  act  does  not  profess  to  deal  with  any  other 
vessels  that  such  as  navigate  the  inland  waters  of  this  pro- 
vince, and  are  not  registered  under  3 & 4 Wm.  IV.,  ch.  55, 
by  which  we  understand  vessels  not  proceeding  to  sea. 
The  17th  section  of  the  Merchants  Shipping  Act  extends 
part  two,  which  is  the  part  relating  to  the  registry  of  British 
ships,  to  all  her  Majesty’s  dominions,  but  the  19th  section 
shews,  we  think,  very  clearly,  that  British  ships  required  to 
be  registered  for  the  purposes  of  that  act  were  ships  pro- 
ceeding to  sea.  We  gather" no  where  in  the  act  any  language 
shewing  that  the  imperial  parliament  intended  to  make  any 
provisions  for  the  inland  waters  of  this  province,  but  they 
were,  as  it  appears  to  us,  dealing  with  the  general  question 
of  sea-going  vessels,  or  such  classes  as  have  been  specially 
mentioned,  or  where  a particular  locality  is  stated. 

Looking  at  the  imperial  act  in  that  light,  it  appears  to  us 
28  u.  c.  q.  b.  20. 
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there  is  nothing  inconsistent  in  holding  both  acts  to  be  in 
force,  the  imperial  act  as  applying  to  sea-going  vessels,  and 
the  provincial  act  as  applying  exclusively  to  vessels  navigat- 
ing the  inland  waters  of  this  province.  The  vessel  in  the 
present  case  is  registered  as  a vessel  navigating  the  inland 
waters.  When  we  look  at  the  30th  section  of  the  Merchants 
Shipping  Act,  to  see  who  may  or  can  register  vessels,  the 
6tli  sub-section  is  the  only  part  which  would  apply,  and 
there  it  appears  that  the  persons  upon  whom  the  duty  of 
registering  would  fall  must  be  approved  of  by  the  commis- 
sioners of  customs  for  the  registry  of  ships,  and  if  there  be 
no  such  officer,  then  by  the  Governor  or  person  administering 
the  government.  We  never  heard  of  any  suggestion  that 
the  different  custom-house  officers  situated  at  the  ports  upon 
the  inland  lakes  were  or  required  to  be  sanctioned  by  the 
commissioners  of  her  Majesty’s  customs  in  the  United  King- 
dom. The  31st  section  provides  for  the  Governor  or  person 
administering  the  government  performing  any  act  or  thing 
relating  to  the  registry  of  a ship,  occupying  the  places  of  the 
commissioners  of  customs ; but  all  these  provisions  we  look 
at  as  applying  to  sea-going  vessels,  and  we  know  that  in  the 
river  St.  Lawrence  many  ships  are  built  intended  for  that 
purpose.  If  it  be  said  that,  in  case  of  a vessel  going  from 
lake  Ontario  to  the  sea,  in  the  event  of  holding  that  both  acts 
are  in  force  she  would  require  to  be  doubly  registered,  we 
think  the  answer  to  that  is  contained  in  the  98th  section,  for 
in  such  case  a pass  granted  by  the  commissioners  of  cus- 
toms, or  by  the  Governor,  would  enable  the  vessel  to  go 
any  where  within  the  limits  mentioned  in  the  pass.  The 
words  in  the  clause,  “ without  being  previously  registered ,” 
we  read  to  mean  not  having  been  registered  under  that  act, 
thus  leaving  untouched  any  provincial  requirements  in  re- 
spect of  registry  or  otherwise. 

Then  as  to  the  second  point.  The  coroner  did  not  sell 
merely  the  equity  of  redemption  of  Garnett,  but  he  sold  the 
vessel,  and  the  plaintiff  bought  her  as  the  highest  bidder,  and 
then  he  claims  the  right  of  possession.  The  plea  denies  the 
plaintiff’s  right  of  property.  The  case  of  Kitchen  v.  Irving, 

8 E.  & B,  789,  as  remarked  upon  by  me  in  Bethune  v.  Cor- 
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bett,  (18  U.  C.  E.  498,)shews  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  acquire 
a legal  title  to  the  vessel  under  the  coroner’s  sale  so  long  as 
the  mortgage  to  Falconer  remained  unsatisfied  and  a regis- 
tered charge  upon  her.  The  plaintiff  contends  that  the 
defendants  cannot  set  up  the  outstanding  mortgage  to  defeat 
him, unless  the  defendants  go  further  and  connect  themselves 
with  the  mortgagee,  which  they  did  not  do.  Com.  Dig. 
“ Pleader,”  3 K.  11  and  12,  shews  that  the  defendant  may 
deny  the  plaintiff’s  property.  See  also  Dover  v.  Rawlings, 
(2  M.  & Rob.  544).  The  first  plea  of  the  defendants  denies 
the  plaintiffs  property  in  the  vessel.  At  the  trial  the  plain- 
tiff did  not  rely  upon  possession  previous  to  the  defendants' 
taking  her,  but  he  relied  upon  establishing  a legal  title  to  the 
vessel,  that  is,  to  the  possession  of  her ; and  the  evidence 
failed  to  establish  any  legal  right,  and  therefore  the  defend- 
ants were  entitled  to  a verdict  upon  the  first  plea. 

Judgment  for  defendants. 


The  Same  Case. 

Appeal — Application  to  stay  proceedings. 

The  defendants  having  succeeded  in  replevin  brought  against  them  fora 
schooner,  the  plaintiff  served  notice  of  appeal,  and  applied  to  stay  pro- 
ceedings for  a month  to  perfect  his  security,  so  that  the  defendants 
might  not  in  the  meantime  obtain  a return  of  the  vessel.  The  court, 
however,  refused  to  interfere. 

The  foregoing  judgment  having  been  given  on  the  9th  of 
February,  on  the  13th  the  plaintiff  served  notice  of  appeal 
on  the  defendants’  attorney,  and  on  the  same  day  Hector 
Cameron , for  the  plaintiff,  moved  the  court  to  stay  proceed- 
ings for  one  month,  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  perfect  the 
requisite  security ; and  that  the  court  should  direct  what 
security  should  be  given  for  the  return  of  the  vessel ; or  that 
a receiver  should  be  appointed. 

The  schooner  “ Defiance,”  replevied,  was  sworn  in  the 
plaintiff’s  affidavit  to  be  worth  £750,  and  replevin  bonds 
were  taken  in  three  times  that  sum. 

The  plaintiff  desired  to  prevent  defendant  from  entering 
up  judgment  and  suing  out  a writ  de  retorno  habendo  before 
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he  could  complete  his  security  for  appeal,  and  therefore  asked 
for  the  delay.  His  attorney  swore  that  the  appeal  was  bona 
Ude , not  for  delay. 

C . S.  Patterson  shewed  cause. 

Robinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

We  do  not  think  that  there  is  any  reason  why  we  should 
interfere  with  the  ordinary  course  of  proceeding  in  regard 
to  the  giving  security  in  this  case,  or  make  any  order 
respecting  the  custody  of  the  vessel. 

Rule  discharged. 


Buck  v.  Hunter. 

Notice  of  action — Consol.  Stats.  U.  C.,  ch.  19,  sec.  193. 

A notice  of  action  given  to  a division  court  bailiff  under  Consol.  Stats. 
U.  C.,  ch.  19,  sec.  193,  stated  that  the  writ  would  be  sued  out  of  the 
county  court  of  the  county  of  Brant,  and  the  plaintiff  afterwards 
brought  his  action  in  the  county  court  at  Wentworth. 

Held,  affirming  the  judgment  below,  that  the  notice  was  insufficient. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  county  court  of  the  county 
of  Wentworth. 

The  only  question  brought  up  by  it  was, whether  the  notice 
of  action  which  was  served  upon  the  defendant,  a bailiff  in 
the  division  court,  was  sufficient  under  the  Statute,  Consol. 
Stats.  U.  C.,  ch.  19,  sec.  193.  It  was  objected  at  the  trial 
that  it  was  insufficient,  but  the  learned  judge  overruled  the 
objection  when  taken  as  ground  of  nonsuit,  reserving  leave, 
nowever,  to  the  defendant  to  renew  his  objection  in  term, 
and  a verdict  was  given  for  the  plaintiff  for  $120. 

A rule  nisi  was  afterwards  granted,  which  was  made  abso- 
lute for  a nonsuit,  and  this  judgment  was  appealed  from. 

The  only  objection  taken  to  the  notice  of  action  was,  that 
it  stated  that  at  or  soon  after  the  expiration  of  one  calendar 
month  from  the  service  of  the  notice,  the  plaintiff  would 
“ cause  a writ  of  summons  to  be  sued  out  of  Her  Majesty’s 
county  court  of  the  county  of  Brant”  against  the  defendant, 
&c.,  whereas  the  suit  was  afterwerds  commenced,  not  in  the 
county  of  Brant,  as  the  notice  stated  it  would  be,  hut  in  the 
county  of  Wentworth. 
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E.  B.  Wood,  for  the  appellant,  cited  Jones  v.  Bird,  5 B. 

& Al.  837  ; Howard  v.  Remer,  23  L.  J.  Q.  B.  62 ; Connolly 
v.  Adams,  11  U.  C.  R.  327  ; Gillespie  v.  Wright,  14  U.  C. 
R.  52 ; Upper  v.  McFarland  et  al.,  5 U.  C.  R.  101  ; Bross 
y.  Haber,  18  U.  C.  R.  288. 

M.  C.  Cameron,  contra,  cited  Croukhite  v.  Sommerville, 

3 U.  C.  R.  129. 

Robinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

The  provision  of  the  statute,  Consol.  Stats.  U.  C.,  ch.  19, 
sec.  193,  is,  that  “ any  action,  or  prosecution  against  any 
person  for  any  thing  done  in  pursuance  of  this  act,  shall 
be  commenced  within  six  months  after  the  fact  was  com- 
mitted, and  shall  be  laid  and  tried  in  the  county  where  the 
fact  was  committed,  and  notice  in  writing  of  such  action, 
and  of  the  cause  thereof,  shall  be  given  to  the  defendant 
one  month  at  least  before  the  commencement  of  the  action.” 

In  the  case  of  Bross  v.  Huber,  (18  U.  C.  R.  288,)  this 
court  held  a notice  of  action  insufficient  which  had  been 
given  to  a justice  of  the  peace,  because,  instead  of  stating 
positively  in  which  court  the  action  would  be  instituted,  it 
stated  that  a summons  would  be  sued  out  of  “ the  Court  of 
Queen’s  Bench,  or  Court  of  Common  Pleas  at  Toronto.” 
The  defect  of  that  notice  was  its  want  of  certainty,  the 
doubtful  character  of  the  information  which  it  gave.  This 
action  was  afterwards  brought  in  one  of  the  courts  named. 
The  defect  in  this  action  is  in  reality  of  a graver  kind,  for 
it  states  what  was  not  true,  and  it  was  therefore  calculated 
to  mislead. 

But  it  is  true,  on  the  other  hand,  as  Mr.  Wood  remarked, 
that  the  statute  under  which  the  notice  in  Bross  v.  Huber 
was  given  does  expressly  require,  among  other  things,  that 
the  cause  of  action,  “ and  the  court  in  which  the  same  is 
intended  to  be  brought,  shall  be  dearly  and  explicitly  stated” 
in  it,  while  the  statute  which  the  plaintiff  in  the  case  before 
us  had  to  comply  with  does  not  in  any  terms  exact  that  the 
notice  shall  state  in  what  court  the  action  shall  be  brought. 

If  this  notice  had  given  no  information  whatever  in  regard 
to  the  court  in  which  the  action  would  be  brought,  there 
would  be  less  difficulty  in  holding  it  to  be  sufficient,  though 
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it  is  usual  in  all  these  notices  to  state  the  court  in  which  the 
plaintiff  intends  to  sue.  But  here  the  plaintiff  has  given 
incorrect  information  on  a point  on  which  the  statute  does 
not  expressly  require  that  he  should  have  given  any,  and 
we  cannot  say  that  we  think  the  learned  judge  was  wrong 
in  holding  it  bad,  on  account  of  its  tendency  to  mislead. 
It  is  true,  as  he  observed,  that  in  consequence  of  the  error 
notice  of  this  action,  which  has  been  brought  in  the  county 
of  Wentworth,  was  not  given. 

It  is  material  too  to  consider  that  the  main  object  of  the 
notice  is  to  give  to  the  defendant  an  opportunity  to  tender 
amends.  Now  the  same  193rd  clause,  which  directs  notice 
to  be  given,  provides  also  that  the  action  shall  be  laid  and 
tried  in  the  county  where  the  fact  was  committed.  When 
the  plaintiff  therefore  gave  this  notice  of  an  action  to  be 
brought  in  the  county  court  of  Brant,  he  gave  notice  of  an 
action  which  the  defendant  may  have  known  or  may  have 
been  advised  could  not  be  successful,  and  that  might  in  any 
such  case  have  made  the  defendant  feel  safe  in  omitting  to 
tender  amends  before  action. 

We  do  not  think  we  can  properly  reverse  the  judgment. 

Appeal  dismissed. 


Prosser  v.  Henderson. 

Landlord  and  tenant — Acceptance  by  telegraph — Subsequent  entry — Com - 
mencement  of  rent. 

A.  living  at  Collingwood  wrote  to  B.  at  Toronto,  on  the  5th  of  July, 
1859,  to  the  effect  that  he  would  give  £40  a year  for  his  house  and  pay 
taxes,  aoding,  if  you  agree,  telegraph  at  once  to  that  effect,  and  I will 
take  it.  On  the  6th  B.  telegraphed:  “You  may  have  the  store  for 
one  year  on  terms  of  your  letter.”  A.  obtained  the  key  from  the 
former  tenant  on  the  11th,  and  first  entered  on  that  day. 

Held,  that  there  was  a perfect  demise:  that  the  rent  commenced  from 
the  acceptance  by  B.  of  A.’s  offer,  not  from  the  time  when  A.  entered; 
and  that  B.  was  therefore  entitled  to  distrain  for  a year’s  rent  on  the 
7th  of  July,  1860. 

Replevin  for  goods  distrained  for  rent. 

Pleas  1. — Non  tenuit.  2.  No  rent  due. 

At  the  trial,  at  Barrie,  before  McLean , J .,  it  appeared 
that  the  distress  was  made  on  the  7th  of  July,  1860,  for  a 
year’s  rent,  at  1>40,  claimed  to  have  fallen  due  the  day  before. 
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The  defendant  put  in  and  proved  a letter  from  the  plain- 
tiff to  him,  dated  5th  July,  1859,  in  which  the  plaintiff,  liv- 
ing at  Collingwood,  wrote  to  defendant  at  Toronto,  as 
follows : “In  the  present  state  of  your  house,  considering 
the  expense  I shall  have  to  be  at  to  make  it  what  it  should 
be,  I do  not  feel  inclined  to  give  more  than  .£40  for  a year, 
I to  pay  the  taxes.  If  you  are  willing  to  let  me  have  the 
house  on  those  terms,  and  will  telegraph  at  once  to  that 
effect,  I will  take  it,  otherwise  I beg  to  decline  it.” 

On  the  6th  of  July,  between  noon  and  one  o’clock,  the 
defendant  telegraphed  from  Toronto.  “ You  may  have  the 
store  for  one  year  on  terms  of  your  letter.” 

There  had  been  a tenant  in  the  house,  named  Anderson, 
but  he  had  removed  from  it  before  this  correspondence  took 
place,  leaving,  however,  a few  articles  of  trifling  value  in 
the  house.  Anderson  had  gone  into  another  tenement, 
leaving  this  house  locked.  The  key  was  got  from  Ander- 
son on  the  11th  of  July,  and  given  to  the  plaintiff,  who 
first  entered  on  that  day,  and  Anderson  at  once  took 
away  the  few  old  things  he  had  left  in  the  house,  a tin 
stove  and  some  bonnet  frames.  The  learned  judge  held 
that  the  term  commenced  on  the  6th  of  July,  when  the 
plaintiff  received  defendant’s  acceptance  of  his  offer,  and  the 
jury  on  that  direction  found  for  defendant. 

McMichael  obtained  a rule  nisi  for  a new  trial  on  the  law 
and  evidence,  and  for  misdirection.  He  cited  Bayley  v.  Fitz- 
maurice,  8 E.  & B.  664  ; Dunk  v.  Hunter,  5 B.  & Al.  322. 

Patton  shewed  cause,  and  cited  Doe  Pearson  v.  Ries,  8 
Bing.  178;  Bundy  v.  Johnson,  6 C.  P.  221;  McClenaghan 
v.  Barker,  1 U.  C.  R.  26;  Chapman  v.  Bluck,  4 Bing. 
N.  C.  187  ; Tompkins  v.  Pincent,  1 Salk.  141 ; Co.  Lit. 
46  b ; Potter  v.  Sanders,  6 Hare  1 ; Dunlop  v.  Higgins, 
12  Jur.  295. 

Robinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

We  granted  a rule  nisi  as  moved,  being  doubtful  whether 
the  term  could  be  held  to  have  commenced  till  the  plaintiff 
entered  on  the  11th  of  July,  and  consequently  whether  defend- 
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ant  was  not  in  too  great  haste  to  distrain  for  the  year’s  rent. 
Admitting,  which  is  not  disputed,  that  the  acceptance  could 
be  signified,  as  it  was,  by  telegraph  so  as  to  bind  the  party, 
the  first  question  is,  did  the  letter  with  the  answer  by  tele- 
graph form  a demise. 

The  letter  is  in  effect  this,  “ I will  give  £40  for  your 
house  for  a year,  and  will  pay  the  taxes.  If  you  agree  tele- 
graph at  once  to  that  effect,  and  I will  take  it.” 

The  answer  is,  “ You  may  have  it  for  one  year  on  terms  of 
your  letter.”  There  is  here  a subject  of  demise  about  which 
there  is  no  dispute,  though  the  letter  calls  it  a house,  and  the 
message  in  answer  calls  it  a store.  We  have  also  a certain 
rent  and  a specified  term,  one  year. 

This  we  think  is  a demise,  perfected  by  entry,  which 
shewed  that  the  tenant  so  considered  it,  and  had  no  new  terms 
to  propose.  It  is  more  than  an  agreement  about  a letting. 

Then  the  only  question  is,  when  did  the  rent  commence — 
with  the  acceptance  of  the  tenant’s  offer,  or  when  the  tenant 
entered.  We  think  it  commenced  when  the  acceptance 
completed  the  demise,  and  that  on  the  tenant  afterwards 
entering  the  rent  would  be  taken  to  have  commenced  on  the 
day  when  he  was  at  liberty  to  enter,  from  which  day  the  house 
must  be  considered  to  have  been  held  at  his  disposal ; and 
that  he  could  not  delay  the  commencement  of  rent  by  delay- 
ing to  go  into  possession.  The  case  of  McLeish  v.  Tate 
(Cowper  782)  we  think  is  a decision  to  that  effect,  though 
it  is  not  a very  satisfactory  case  taken  altogether.  The 
court  did  in  that  case  hold  that  in  a case  where  there  was 
something  yet  to  be  done  by  the  landlord,  which  was  neces- 
sary to  complete  the  demise,  that  when  that  was  done  the 
subsequent  agreement  should  by  relation  operate  to  make  it 
a reservation  of  the  rent  from  the  beginning. 

We  think  the  rule  should  be  discharged. 

Eule  discharged. 


MUTUAL  FIRE  INS.  CO.  OF  PRESCOTT  Y.  PALMER  ET  AL.  441 


The  Mutual  Fire  Insurance  Company  of  Prescott  v. 

Palmer,  Davis,  and  Moore. 

Action  against  principal  and  surety— Competency  of  principal  as  witness — 

Want  of  seals  to  bond — Defence  without  merits — New  trial  refused. 

In  an  action  on  a bond  against  principal  and  sureties  for  the  due  perform- 
ance by  the  principal  of  his  duties  as  agent  to  the  plaintiffs,  alleging  the 
non-payment  of  moneys  received : 

Held,  that  the  principal  was  merely  a competent  witness  for  the  plaintiffs 
to  prove  the  amount  of  his  defalcation ; and  that  on  the  authority  of 
Lamb  v.  Teeter,  18  U.  C.  R.  304,  his  evidence  for  defendants  on  other 
points  was  rightly  rejected. 

It  appeared  that  defendants  having  signed  the  bond  left  in  a hurry  with- 
out having  it  properly  sealed,  which  was  afterwards  done,  but  it  was 
clear  that  they  knew  it  to  be  a bond,  and  it  was  stated  on  the  face  of  it 
to  be  under  seal.  The  jury  having  found  against  this  defence  the  court 
refused  to  interfere,  holding  it  not  one  to  be  favoured. 

The  plaintiffs  sued  on  a bond,  made  on  the  22nd  of  July, 
1858,  by  the  defendants,  binding  themselves  jointly  and 
severally  to  the  plaintiffs  in  $1000,  with  a condition  that  if 
Palmer,  one  of  the  defendants,  who  had  been  appointed  an 
agent  of  the  plaintiffs,  should  faithfully  account  for  and  pay 
over  to  the  company  all  moneys  that  should  be  paid  to  him 
belonging  to  the  said  company,  and  should  in  all  things  faith- 
fully and  honestly  discharge  the  duties  of  an  agent  of  the 
plaintiffs,  agreeably  to  the  by-laws,  rules  and  regulations  of 
the  said  company,  then  the  obligation  should  be  void,  &c. 

Breach , that  from  the  22d  of  July,  1858,  to  the  1st  of 
July,  1860,  Palmer  continued  to  act  as  the  plaintiffs’  agent : 
that  large  sums,  to  wit,  to  the  amount  of  <£250,  were  re- 
ceived by  him  as  such  agent  on  the  plaintiffs’  account,  and 
that  though  requested  he  had  wholly  neglected  and  refused 
to  pay  the  same  over,  whereby  the  obligation  had  become 
forfeited. 

Pleas  by  Palmer.  1.  Non  est  factum.  2.  Traversing  the 
alleged  default,  and  pleading  performance  generally.  8. 
Payment.  4.  Set-off. 

Pleas  by  defendant  Davis.  1.  Non  est  factum.  2.  Per- 
formance of  the  condition  by  Palmer. 

Pleas  by  defendant  Moore.  1.  Non  est  factum.  2.  Gen- 
eral performance  by  Palmer. 

At  the  trial,  at  Toronto,  before  McLean,  J.,  a verdict  was 
found  for  the  plaintiffs  for  $379.70. 
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M.  C.  Cameron,  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  Moore,  moved 
for  a rule  nisi  on  the  plaintiffs,  and  on  the  defendants  Palmer 
and  Davis,  for  a new  trial  for  all  the  defendants,  or  for  de- 
fendant Moore,  on  the  law  and  evidence,  and  for  misdirec- 
tion, for  the  admission  of  improper  evidence,  and  for  rejec- 
tion of  legal  evidence.  The  complaint  of  misdirection  was 
in  directing  the  jury  that  there  was  evidence  to  prove  that 
defendant  Moore  had  sealed  the  bond  sued  on,  or  given 
any  one  authority  to  seal  it  for  him.  And  the  other  grounds 
were  that  the  application  for  insurance  put  in  at  the  trial, 
though  not  delivered  to  the  company  till  after  the  dismissal 
of  Palmer,  was  not  legal  evidence  as  against  the  surety  of 
the  Receipt  by  Palmer  of  money  on  the  plaintiffs’  account ; 
and  that  the  learned  judge  was  wrong  in  allowing  Palmer 
to  be  sworn  as  a witness  against  the  sureties,  because  if  his 
admission  after  his  dismissal  could  not  be  received,  his  evi- 
dence against  the  sureties  could  not  be  received.  And  that 
Palmer’s  evidence  for  the  defendant  Moore  was  improperly 
rejected  after  he  had  been  produced  and  sworn  on  behalf  of 
the  plaintiffs,  and  he  was  improperly  rejected  as  a witness  on 
any  point  except  those  on  which  he  had  been  examined  by 
the  plaintiffs.  The  rule  was  moved  also  on  affidavits. 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  judgment. 

Robinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

We  do  not  think  that  the  defence  is  at  all  to  be  favoured 
which  was  set  up  on  the  ground  that  the  bond  was  not  sealed 
by  the  defendants,  for  that  the  seals  which  stand  opposite 
to  the  signatures  of  two  of  the  defendants  were  not  affixed 
at  the  time  of  their  signing,  but  were  put  on  afterwards. 
We  should  not  grant  a new  trial  upon  the  statements  con- 
tained on  that  point  in  the  affidavits  filed,  for  it  is  quite 
clear  that  the  defendants  all  knew  and  understood  that  it 
was  a bond  which  they  were  required  to  execute ; and  they 
signed  the  instrument,  which  stated  on  the  face  of  it  that 
it  was  sealed  with  their  seals. 

It  is  obvious  that  they  intended  it  should  be  sealed,  though 
they  left  in  a hurry,  without  seeing  that  requisite  properly 
complied  with.  And  as  to  Moore,  who  is  the  defendant 
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moving  against  the  verdict,  he  wrote  to  the  plaintiffs  after- 
wards in  such  terms  as  admitted  his  liability  as  a surety, 
and  may  be  fairly  taken  as  recognising  the  authority  of  the 
person  who  affixed  the  seal  to  do  so  for  him. 

Then  as  to  the  ground  that  Palmer’s  evidence  was  im- 
properly rejected,  when  the  defendant  Moore  desired  to 
elicit  from  him  on  cross-examination  that  when  Moore 
signed  the  bond  he  did  not  seal  it,  the  learned  judge  reports 
that  in  that  he  governed  himself  by  what  had  formerly  been 
decided  in  this  court,  in  Lamb  v.  Ward  and  Teeter,  (18  U. 
C.  R.  304.) 

It  is  complained  also  that  Palmer  should  have  been  al- 
lowed to  prove,  as  a witness  for  the  plaintiffs  who  called 
him,  the  amount  of  his  own  defalcations  while  serving  the 
plaintiffs  as  their  agents,  but  he  was  clearly  a good  witness 
for  that  purpose.  No  one  could  know  better  what  the  fact 
was  in  that  respect,  and  though  his  verbal  admissions  or 
declarations,  not  on  oath,  could  not  be  binding  on  the  sure- 
ties, that  proceeds  on  a principle  that  does  not  at  all  inter- 
fere with  his  competency  as  a witness  to  prove  on  oath  upon 
the  trial  the  extent  of  the  claim  which  the  plaintiffs  had 
against  him  by  reason  of  his  misapplication  of  their 
moneys.  He  was  a perfectly  good  witness  for  that  pur- 
pose, and  besides,  the  amount  for  which  he  was  in  default 
seems  to  have  been  clearly  ascertained  before  the  action 
was  brought,  to  the  satisfaction  of  Moore  and  his  attorney. 

Rule  refused. 
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Thl  Canada  West  Farmers  Mutual  and  Stock  Insurance 
Company  v.  Merritt  and  Nicholls. 

Bond  by  sureties — Construction — Liability  for  past  defaults. 

Upon  a bond  conditioned  that  one  .J.  should  pay  to  the  plaintiffs  monthly 
and  every  month  during  the  time  for  which  he  should  act  as  their 
agent,  all  moneys  which  he  then  had  received,  or  which  he  should 
receive  for  premiums,  &c.,  and  should  repay  to  the  applicants  all 
moneys  which  he  had  then  received  or  should  receive  for  insurances 
not  accepted  by  the  plaintiffs,  and  should  in  all  things  well  and  faith- 
fully conduct  himself  as  their  agent : Held,  that  the  sureties  were 
liable  only  for  moneys  received  after  the  execution  of  the  bond. 

This  was  an  action  on  a bond  given  by  the  defendants, 
conditioned  that  if  Jarvis  (who  was  at  the  time  of  executing 
the  bond,  3rd  April,  1858,  and  had  been  for  two  years  or 
more  before,  agent  of  the  plaintiffs)  “ should  pay  to  the 
plaintiffs,  or  to  their  certain  attorney,  successors  or  assigns, 
monthly  and  every  month, during  the  time  for  which  he  should 
act  as  their  agent,  all  moneys  which  he  then  had  received, 
or  which  he  should  receive,  for  premiums  or  applications 
for  insurance,  or  otherwise,  for  the  use  of  the  said  com- 
pany; and  should  refund  and  repay  to  the  applicants,  or 
persons  entitled  to  the  same  respectively,  all  sums  of  money 
which  he  had  then  received  or  should  receive  for  premiums 
for  insurance  not  accepted  by  the  said  company,  and  also 
should  in  all  things  well  and  faithfully  conduct  himself  as 
the  agent  of  the  said  company  in  all  things  required  of  him 
as  such,  then  the  said  writing  obligatory  should  be  void.” 

And  the  plaintiffs  assigned  as  a breach  that  while  the  said 
Jarvis  was  in  the  service  of  the  said  company  as  their  agent 
as  aforesaid,  he  received  for  and  on  account  of  the  said  com- 
pany divers  sums  of  money,  for  premiums  on  applications 
for  insurance  and  otherwise,  for  the  use  of  the  said  com- 
pany, anounting  in  the  whole  to  £82  12s.  2d.,  yet  that  he 
did  not  pay  the  same  monthly  and  every  month,  according  to 
the  said  condition,  to  the  said  company,  although  requested 
by  them  so  to  do,  whereby  the  said  bond  became  void,  &c. 

Pleas  1. — That  the  bond  was  obtained  by  fraud  of  the 
plaintiffs. 

2.  Payment  by  Jarvis,  aftar  the  making  of  the  bond  to  the 
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plaintiffs,  monthly  and  every  month,  of  all  moneys  that  he 
received  for  and  on  account  of  the  plaintiffs,  according  to 
the  condition  of  the  said  bond. 

3.  That  the  plaintiffs  fraudulently  concealed  from  de- 
fendants the  fact  that  Jarvis  was  in  arrear  for  money  re- 
ceived by  him  before  the  making  of  the  bond,  and  procured 
defendants  by  fraudulent  representations  and  by  conceal- 
ment to  execute  the  bond. 

At  the  trial,  at  Hamilton,  before  McLean , J.,  no  evi- 
dence was  given  of  any  default  by  Jarvis  subsequent  to  the 
making  of  the  bond,  except  as  to  £6  15s. 

The  pleas  setting  up  fraud  were  by  no  means  proved,  but 
the  evidence  of  any  default  by  Jarvis  was  in  regard  to 
moneys  received  by  him  before  the  defendants  became  his 
sureties,  with  the  exception  of  the  small  sum  of  £6  15s., 
which  it  appeared  he  received  afterwards,  and  did  not  pay 
over. 

It  being  assumed  at  the  trial  that  the  sureties,  according 
to  the  condition  of  the  bond,  were  liable  for  the  amount 
which  the  principal  had  received  before  they  became  his 
sureties,  as  well  as  for  moneys  which  should  come  into  his 
hands  afterwards,  a verdict  was  rendered  for  the  plaintiffs 
for  £92  10s.  lOd. 

Start  obtained  a rule  nisi  for  a new  trial  for  misdirec- 
tion. He  cited  Railton  v.  Matthews,  3 Bell’s  Scotch  Ap- 
peal Cases  56;  Smith  v.  Bank  of  Scotland,  1 Bow  272; 
Smiton  v.  Miller,  Boss  on  Commercial  Law  42 ; Cashin  v. 
Perth,  9 Grant  Chy.  Rep.  340. 

Freeman , Q.  C.,  shewed  cause,  and  cited  Belford  Union 
v.  Patteson,  11  Ex.  623;  Wythes  v.  Labouchere,  3 DeG. 
& Jones  593. 

Robinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

Upon  consideration  of  the  terms  of  the  surety  bond  we 
are  of  opinion  that  the  sureties  do  not  undertake  by  it  to 
pay  moneys  that  had  been  received  and  were  unaccounted 
for  before  they  became  sureties,  but  only  for  future  defaults. 

That  is  the  intention  and  purpose  of  such  bonds  in 
general,  and  though  it  is  possible  that  sureties  may  in  any 
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particular  case  have  consented  to  become  liable  for  past 
defaults,  yet  it  is  so  little  likely  that  they  should  intend  to  do 
so,  that  the  terms  of  their  undertaking  ought  to  he  such  as 
to  make  it  clear  that  they  did  mean  to  incur  that  liability. 

We  think  that  this  bond  does  not  import  this,  but  the 
contrary.  The  defendants,  when  they  found  that  the  bond 
was  attempted  to  be  enforced  against  them  according  to 
that  construction,  resisted  it,  and  they  have  put  pleas  on 
the  record  to  the  effect  that  they  were  deceived  in  obtain- 
ing from  them  a bond  that  can  make  them  liable  for  past 
defaults.  We  do  not  think  that  the  evidence  can  be  taken 
to  have  established  fraud  in  the  plaintiffs  in  the  view  of  a 
court  of  law,  whatever  a Court  of  Equity  might  hold  in  such 
a case;  but  thinking,  as  we  do,  that  the  sureties  are  only 
liable  on  the  bond,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  condition, 
for  future  and  not  for  past  defaults,  it  follows  that  in  our 
opinion  the  plea  of  payment  was  established,  except  as  to 
the  small  sum  of  <£6  15s.  received  after  the  defendants  be- 
came sureties.  If  the  plaintiffs  assent  to  reduce  the  ver- 
dict to  that  amount  this  rule  will  be  discharged,  otherwise 
we  grant  a new  trial  without  costs. 


Torpy  v.  The  Grand  Trunk  Railway  Company  of  Canada. 

Collision — Action  by  servant  of  contractor — Liability. 

Declaration,  that  the  plaintiff  was  a servant  in  the  employment  of  one  K. , 
a contractor  with  defendants  for  keeping  their  road  in  repair : that  in  per- 
forming said  repairs  certain  carriages  and  engines, under  the  management 
of  defendants’  servants,  were  used  to  transport  materials  and  convey 
workmen  employed  by  K.:  that  the  plaintiff,  being  one  of  such  workmen, 
became  a passenger  in  one  of  these  carriages  to  be  carried  from  his  place 
of  work  to  his  residence ; that  it  was  defendants’  duty  to  use  proper  care 
in  the  management  of  said  train,  but  by  their  negligence  it  came  into 
collision  with  another  train,  whereby  the  plaintiff  was  injured. 

Held,  sufficient  to  shew  defendants  liable. 

The  plaintiff  sued  for  an  injury  received  by  him  while  he 
was  being  carried  in  a railway  train  along  the  defendants’ 
railway  from  Toronto  to  Stratford,  by  collision  with  another 
train  of  the  defendants  coming  from  Stratford  to  Toronto. 

The  declaration  contained  two  counts.  In  the  first  count 
the  plaintiff  stated  that  he  was  a passenger  in  a railway  train 
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of  the  defendants,  to  be  carried,  for  reward  to  be  paid  to 
them,  from  Toronto  to  Stratford. 

To  this  count  the  defendants  pleaded  that  the  plaintiff 
was  not  a passenger  in  one  of  the  said  railway  cars  of  the 
defendants,  to  be  by  them  safely  carried  for  certain  good 
consideration  to  the  defendants  in  that  behalf,  as  in  the 
declaration  alleged. 

In  the  second  count  the  plaintiff  set  forth  that  he  was  a 
servant  in  the  employ  of  a contractor,  to  wit,  William  Kings- 
ford,  with  the  defendants,  for  keeping  certain  parts  of  their 
railway  in  repair,  and  in  performing  the  works  necessary  for 
the  said  repairs  certain  carriages  and  engines,  under  the 
guidance  and  management  of  the  defendants’  servants,  were 
used  for  the  transport  of  materials,  and  the  conveyance  of 
the  workmen  employed  by  the  said  contractor,  the  said 
workmen  not  being  the  servants  of  the  said  defendants,  to  and 
from  their  boarding-house  and  to  and  from  the  place  of  their 
work;  that  the  plaintiff  so  being  a workmen  in  the  employ- 
ment of  the  said  contractor,  to  wit,  on  the  19th  of  April, 
1860,  became  and  was  a passenger  on  a carriage  drawn  and 
propelled  on  and  along  the  said  railway  by  a locomotive  en- 
gine, under  the  management  and  guidance  of  servants  of  the 
defendants,  to  be  carried  from  the  place  of  his  work,  to  wit, 
Toronto,  to  the  place  where  he  boarded  and  lodged,  to  wit, 
Stratford;  and  it  then  became  and  was  the  duty  of  the  de- 
fendants, by  their  said  servants,  to  use  due  and  proper  care 
and  skill  in  and  about  the  carrying  and  conveying  the  plain- 
tiff as  aforesaid,  and  the  management  of  the  said  carriage 
and  locomotive,  and  other  carriages  and  locomotives  on  the 
said  railway,  so  as  not  to  injure  the  plaintiff ; yet  the  defend- 
ants not  regarding  their  duty  in  that  behalf,  to  wit,  on  the 
day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  did  not  by  their  said  servants 
use  due  and  proper  care  and  skill  in  and  about  the  carrying 
and  conveying  the  plaintiff  as  aforesaid,  and  the  management 
of  their  trains  as  aforesaid;  but  then  took  so  little  care,  and 
so  negligently  and  unskilfully  conducted  themselves  in  and 
about  the  carrying  and  conveying  the  plaintiff,  and  in  the 
conducting,  managing,  and  directing  the  train  to  which  the 
carriage  was  so  attached  in  which  the  plaintiff  was  as  afore- 
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said,  and  a certain  other  train  on  the  said  railway  approach- 
ing the  said  train  on  which  the  plaintiff  was,  that  by  reason 
of  such  negligence  and  want  of  care  and  skill,  the  said  train 
in  which  the  plaintiff  w^s  and  the  said  other  train  came  into 
collision,  and  the  plaintiff  was  thereby  thrown  violently 
against  the  bottom  and  sides  of  the  said  carriage,  and  against 
the  ground,  and  was  thereby  then  grievously  bruised,  &c. 

To  this  count  the  defendants  demurred,  assigning  as 
grounds  of  demurrer, — 1.  That  the  said  count  does  not  al- 
lege any  facts  from  which  the  damage  alleged  would  arise. 
2.  That  there  is  nothing  alleged  in  the  said  count  which 
would  give  the  plaintiff  a right  to  be  carried  by  the  defend- 
ants, nor  does  it  appear  that  the  plaintiff  was  a passenger 
either  for  hire  or  reward  to  be  paid  by  the  defendants,  or  for 
any  consideration  to  the  defendants  whatever,  nor  does  it 
even  appear  that  the  plaintiff  was  on  the  car  with  the  con- 
sent of  the  defendants.  8.  That  it  is  not  alleged  that  the 
defendants’  servants  were  acting  in  any  way  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  their  employment,  so  as  to  render  the  defendants 
liable  for  their  negligence. 

Upon  the  trial  of  the  issue  on  the  defendants’  plea  to  the 
first  count,  which  took  place  in  Toronto,  before  McLean , J., 
the  facts  were  proved  to  be  just  such  as  were  stated  in  the 
second  count,  and  it  was  agreed  at  the  trial  between  the 
parties  that  if  the  plaintiff  should  fail  upon  the  demurrer 
to  the  second  count,  a verdict  should  be  entered  in  the  de- 
fendants’ favour  on  the  first  count,  so  that  they  should  have 
judgment  on  the  whole  declaration.  On  this  understanding 
the  jury  were  directed  to  assess  the  damages  which  they  found 
the  plaintiff  entitled  to,  if  he  should  beheld  entitled  to  recover. 

It  was  proved  that  the  accident  arose  from  a mistake  of 
the  conductor  from  Toronto. 

There  had  been  a change  lately  made  in  the  times  of  run- 
ning, and  he  had  unfortunately  forgotten  it,  an  so  was  out 
of  time,  and  was  met  by  the  down  train  at  a point  where  he 
had  no  business  to  be.  They  were  both  freight  trains. 
Several  men  were  hurt,  and  one  killed. 

The  plaintiff  was  less  injured  than  any  of  the  others,  hav- 
ing his  ancle  a little  strained,  which  troubled  him  for  a few 
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days.  The  company  paid  the  doctor  who  attended  him, 
and  paid  all  the  men  4s.  per  day  while  they  were  disabled 
from  working. 

The  jury  gave  a verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  and  $75  dam- 
ages. 

Anderson  obtained  a rule  nisi  to  enter  a nonsuit,  which 
was  argued  at  the  same  time  as  the  demurrer.  He  cited 
Degg  v.  Midland  R.  W.  Co.,  1 H.  & N.  778. 

McMichael,  for  defendants,  cited  Great  Northern  R.  W. 
Co.  v.  Harrison,  10  Ex.  876  ; Collett  v.  London  and  North 
Western  R.  W.  Co.,  16  Q.B.  984. 

Robinson,  C.J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

As  to  the  first  cause  of  demurrer  assigned,  it  would  be 
difficult  to  describe  more  particularly  the  cause  of  the  acci- 
dent than  by  ascribing  it  to  the  negligent  management  of 
the  train.  In  cases  of  collision  of  carriages  and  vessels  the 
declaration  is  usually  framed  in  general  terms,  as  it  is 
here,  which  leaves  it  open  to  the  plaintiff  to  give  in  evidence 
any  kind  of  mismanagement  which  led  to  the  collision,  (a) 

The  second  exception  taken  by  the  defendants  is,  that 
the  count  does  not  shew  that  the  plaintiff  had  any  claim  to 
be  carried  by  them  as  a passenger,  by  reason  of  any  reward 
paid  or  to  be  paid  to  them,  or  for  any  other  reason,  or  that 
he  was  even  in  the  cars  with  their  consent. 

It  appears  to  us  that  there  is  no  good  ground  for  this  ex- 
ception. The  statement  is  to  the  effect  that  the  plaintiff, 
being  a workman  under  a contractor  employed  by  the  defen- 
dants to  keep  the  railway  in  repair,  was  a passenger  in  one 
of  the  trains  belonging  to  the  defendants  and  managed  by 
their  servants,  which  was  at  the  time  employed  in  convey- 
ing the  workmen  of  such  contractor  to  and  from  their 
work,  and  that  he,  the  plaintiff,  was  then  going  in  such  train 
from  the  place  where  he  was  working  to  the  place  where  he 
boarded.  We  think  we  must  reasonably  understand  that  the 
defendants’  railway  train  was  used  with  their  consent  in  this 

(a)  See  Chy.  Junr.  Prec.  522;  Williams  v.  Holland,  10  Bing.  112; 
Croft  v.  Alison,  4 B.  & Al.  590  ; Addison  on  Torts,  260  ; Skinner  v.  Lon- 
don, Brighton,  &g.,  R.  W.  Co.,  5 Ex  787 ; Chy.  on  Pig.  ii.,  530. 
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service,  when  it  is  alleged  that  it  was  then  under  the  care  and 
management  of  their  servants,  and  that  the  plaintiff, being  one 
of  the  workmen  of  the  contractor,  was  lawfully  in  the  train. 

Then,  if  so,  does  not  a consideration  for  carrying  the 
plaintiff  sufficiently  appear  ? We  think  it  does.  It  is  not 
indispensable  that  the  plaintiff  should  have  been  an  ordi- 
nary passenger,  paying  his  fare  out  of  his  own  pocket,  and 
taking  a ticket.  We  may  presume,  we  think,  that  if,  as  is 
stated,  the  defendants  did  employ  their  trains  and  servants 
in  transporting  the  workmen  of  the  contractor  to  and  from 
the  work,  they  did  so  because  they  had  made  an  arrange- 
ment to  that  effect  with  the  contractor,  and  that  such  ar- 
rangement was  for  good  consideration  on  their  part ; that 
is,  was  part  of  their  contract.  It  is  not  indispensable  in 
any  such  case  that  the  consideration  should  move  from  the 
individual  passenger,  (a)  While  the  defendants  allowed 
fheir  carriages  to  be  employed  in  transporting  the  men 
hack  and  forward  to  the  word,  it  was  their  general  duty  to 
see  that  the  workmen  were  carried  with  reasonable  and 
proper  care,  to  avoid  danger  to  their  lives  and  injury  to  their 
duties,  and  any  one  of  them  suffering  injury  from  the  want 
of  such  care,  has  a legal  ground  of  action  on  his  own  ac- 
count against  the  defendants. 

We  do  not  think  that  this  case  comes  fairly  within  the 
principle  of  the  decision  in  the  case  cited  by  Mr.  Anderson, 
of  Degg  v.  The  Midland  Bailway  Co.,  for  the  plaintiff  was 
not  a fellow  servant  of  those  who  were  managing  the  defen- 
dants’ train  ; and  certainly,  according  to  the  statement  in 
the  count,  he  was  lawfully  on  the  train. 

There  is  nothing,  we  think,  in  the  last  objection  taken  to 
the  count,  that  the  defendants’  servants  are  not  stated  to 
have  been  acting  at  the  time  in  the  ordinary  scope  of  their 
employment.  It  is  averred  in  the  usual  terms  that  the  defen- 
dants were  managing  their  railway  train  by  their  servants, 
and  managed  it  so  negligently  that  the  plaintiff  was  injured. 


(a)  See  Skinner  v.  London,  Brighton,  &c.,  R.  W.  Co.  5 Ex.  787  ; Col- 
lett v.  London  and  North  Western  R.  W.  Co.,  15  Jur.  1053,  S.C.  20  L.  J. 
Q.  B.  411,  16  Q.  B.  984  ; Great  Western  Railway  Co.  v.  Harrison,  10  Ex;. 
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We  think  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment  on  the 
demurrer. 

Our  judgment  upon  the  demurrer  will  determine  whether 
the  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  should  not  be  set  aside  and  a 
nonsuit  entered.  It  is  in  that  shape  the  rule  was  drawn  up. 

Being  of  the  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judg- 
ment on  the  demurrer  to  the  second  count,  it  follows,  accord- 
ing to  the  understanding  on  which  the  cause  went  off  at 
the  assizes,  that  the  plaintiff  shall  retain  his  verdict  for 
$75  on  the  first  count;  but  we  must  say  that  the  plaintiff 
does  not  appear  on  the  evidence  to  have  acted  reasonably 
in  bringing  this  action,  and  we  think  the  jury  gave  larger 
damages  than  he  seems  to  have  had  a claim  to  on  account 
of  the  injury  he  received. 


Bailey  v.  James  McNeily  et  al.  (nine  defendants.) 

Trespass  to  land — Evidence  of  possession  by  plaintiff. 

The  plaintiff’s  husband  living  close  to  the  lot  of  land  in  question,  had  for 
many  years  cut  tire-wood  and  made  sugar  on  it,  and  it  had  been  assessed 
to  him  since  1843,  but  others  had  made  similar  use  of  it,  though  not  to 
the  same  extent ; it  had  never  been  enclosed,  and  the  neighbours’  cattle 
as  well  as  his  were  accustomed  to  run  over  it.  The  plaintiff,  a few  days 
before  this  action,  put  up  a fence  on  it,  and  some  of  the  defendants 
thereupon  put  up  another  inside  of  it,  and  afterwards  they  all  put  up  a 
fence  along  the  limit  between  this  and  the  next  lot,  thus  shutting  out 
the  plaintiff,  and  fencing  in  the  part  which  she  had  enclosed. 

Held,  that  the  plaintiff  (shewing  no  other  title)  had  not  such  exclusive 
possession  as  would  entitle  her  to  maintain  trespass. 

Trespass  for  entering  upon  the  plaintiff’s  land,  lot  17,  in 
the  12th  concession  of  Brockville,  and  cutting  down  trees, 
removing  the  fences  of  the  plaintiff  that  were  upon  the  said 
land,  and  placing  rails,  timber,  and  other  materials  upon 
the  said  land,  building  shanties  thereon,  and  incumbering 
and  injuring  the  land;  making  roads  through  it,  and  sub- 
verting the  earth  and  soil;  expelling  the  plaintiff  from  the 
said  land,  and  taking  and  carrying  away  the  cut  timber 
arid  fence  rails  of  the  plaintiff,  and  converting  and  dispos- 
ing thereof  to  their  own  use. 

Defendants  pleaded — 1.  Not  guilty.  2.  That  the  said 
lands  and  goods  were  not,  nor  were  any  or  either  of  them 
the  plaintiff’s,  as  alleged. 
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At  the  trial,  at  Perth,  before  Robinson,  C.  J.,  it  was  proved 
that  this  lot  had  been  located  many  years  ago  to  a man  by 
the  name  of  Mooney,  who  had  been  long  dead.  He  never 
lived  upon  the  lot,  but  had  chopped  two  or  three  acres  upon 
it,  which  lay  in  a neglected  state.  No  one  had  ever  resided 
on  the  lot,  or  cultivated  or  enclosed  any  part  of  it,  till  last 
spring,  a lew  days  before  this  action  was  brought. 

George  Bailey,  this  plaintiff’s  husband,  who  died  two  years 
ago, owned  and  lived  with  his  family  upon  a lot  not  immedi- 
ately  joining  the  land  in  question,  hut  within  the  breadth 
of  100  acres  of  it,  and  he  had  been  for  many  years  in  the 
habit  ol  cutting  fire- wood  upon  this  vacant  lot,  and  making 
sugar  there,  and  his  cattle  strayed  upon  it;  but  he  had  en- 
closed no  part  of  it,  and  though  from  being  near  the  lot  he 
had  made  more  use  of  it  than  others  had,  yet  it  was  proved 
that  he  had  by  no  means  had  exclusive  possession  or  use  of 
it,  for  other  neighbours  had  made  sugar  there,  and  McNeily 
had  for  several  years  got  fire-wood  from  it,  and  the  lot  was 
open  to  the  cattle  of  all  the  neighbours,  which  ran  upon  it* 
as  well  as  Bailey’s;  and  as  the  lot  fronted  upon  the  river 
Mississippi,  it  was  no  doubt  a great  convenience  to  the  neigh- 
bours that  it  remained  as  it  did,  a common  over  which  their 
cattle  that  were  running  at  large  could  go  to  the  water. 

After  Bailey’s  death  his  widow,  the  plaintiff,  continued 
to  live  upon  the  lot  which  had  belonged  to  her  husband, 
and  to  act  with  regard  to  this  vacant  lot  (called  the  Mooney 
lot)  in  the  same  manner  as  her  husband  had  done,  till  a few 
days  before  the  end  of  last  March,  when  she  sent  one  of  her 
hired  men  to  put  up  a fence  on  a part  of  this  lot  near  the 
concession  line,  and  while  he  was  doing  this  Michael  Niel,. 
one  of  the  defendants,  came  and  prevented  him.  He  pulled 
down  the  rails  which  the  plaintiff’s  servant  had  begun  to  put 
up,  and  told  him  that  he  would  not  allow  him  to  put  a fence 
there.  The  man  reported  this  to  the  plaintiff,  who  desired 
him  to  go  on  with  the  fence,  which  he  did,  and  put  up  12  or 
14  panels.  This  was  on  a Tuesday.  Niel  and  two  others 
of  the  defendants,  Pretty  and  Sloan,  came  to  this  lot  on  the 
following  morning,  and  began  also  to  put  up  a fence  inside 
that  which  the  plaintiff  had  been  putting  up,  and  the  next 


BAILEY  V.  M’NEILY  ET  AL. 


453 


day,  or  soon  after  the  plaintiff  told  her  servant  to  put  up  a 
fence  inside  of  theirs,  which  would  shut  out  the  defendants 
from  the  rest  of  the  lot.  This  was  done,  and  the  next  morning 
the  fence  was  found  to  have  been  pulled  away  and  the  rails 
scattered  on  the  ground,  and  a few  days  after,  about  the  1st 
of  April  last,  all  these  nine  defendants  came  together  to  the 
lot,  and  cut  rails  upon  it,  and  made  a fence  along  the  line 
between  lots  17  and  18  down  to  the  river,  fencing  in  the 
land  which  the  plaintiff  had  enclosed,  and  shutting  out  the 
plaintiff  from  the  land  which  her  cattle,  as  well  as  the  cattle 
of  others,  had  been  for  many  years  in  the  habit  of  running 
on  at  their  pleasure. 

Bailey  it  appeared  had  been  assessed  for  this  land  since 
1843. 

The  lot  was  spoken  of  as  a common  by  one  of  the  plaintiff’s 
witnesses,  and  it  seemed  to  have  lain  open  to  the  public,  any 
body  making  use  of  it  that  thought  proper  to  do  so,  Bailey 
more  than  others,  because  it  lay  nearer  to  him  ; and  there 
was  some  evidence  of  his  having  desired  others  not  to  meddle 
with  it,  but  till  the  occasion  spoken  of  no  means  were  taken 
to  shut  the  public  out. 

One  of  the  plaintiff’s  witnesses,  George  Bailey,  the  father 
of  the  plaintiff’s  husband,  gave  this  account  of  the  matter. 
He  said  that  for  28  years  George  Bailey  made  sugar  on  the 
east  half  of  this  lot,  and  took  fire-wood  from  h : that  he,  the 
witness,  did  not  know  that  any  one  else  claimed  it : that  the 
plaintiff  had  done  the  same  since  her  husband’s  death : that 
one  Sparrow  also  made  sugar  upon  it : that  it  was  always 
open  : that  the  witness  and  his  son  also  cut  fire-wood  on  it : 
that  Bailey  made  no  clearing  on  it, except  as  he  cut  fire-wood: 
that  he  never  tilled  it : that  a great  many  cattled  owned  by 
others  ran  upon  it : that  Michael  Niel,  one  of  the  defendants, 
took  fire-wood  from  it  for  several  years. 

This  evidence  having  been  given,  the  learned  Chief  Justice 
told  the  jury  that  he  thought  the  plaintiff  had  not  a right  to 
sue  for  a trespass,  for  neither  she  nor  any  one  had  held  ex- 
clusive possession  of  the  land,  or  any  part  of  it,  till  she 
first  began  to  enclose  it,  and  shut  out  others  from  what  had 
before  been  common, and  to  which  she  shewed  no  better  right 
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than  the  others  who  had  gone  upon  it,  and  committed  acts 
of  trespass  upon  it,  as  well  as  she  had  : that  the  defendants 
it  seemed  where  not  content  to  be  shut  out  by  the  plaintiff,  and 
disputed  her  right  to  take  to  herself  what  had  always  before 
been  common  ; and  that  these  nine  defendants  were  only  to 
be  looked  upon  as  accountable  for  the  act  which  they  were 
found  to  have  been  jointly  concerned  in — that  is,  the  putting 
up  a fence  through  the  lot  to  the  river,  some  days  after  the 
plaintiff  had  made  the  first  effort  to  enclose  any  part  of  the 
land.  That  fence,  he  remarked,  was  composed  of  rails  which 
it  was  sworn  the  defendants  had  cut  upon  the  land  in  ques- 
tion, and  he  thought  that  neither  the  cutting  these  rails  nor 
the  putting  up  the  fence,  could  be  held  to  be  a trespass  for 
which  this  plaintiff  had  any  right  to  claim  damages,  as  she 
neither  shewed  title  to  the  land  nor  any  actual  exclusive 
possession  or  right  of  possession  more  than  the  defendants 
had,  for  she  could  not  be  held  to  have  had  peaceable  and 
exclusive  possession  by  the  fences  put  up  and  pulled  down 
in  the  contest  between  her  and  the  defendants. 

He  requested  the  jury,  however,  to  name  a sum  which 
they  would  give  to  the  plaintiff  as  damages,  if  it  should 
appear  on  further  consideration  by  the  court  that  the 
action  could  be  sustained. 

The  jury  assessed  the  damages  at  $25,  and  the  learned 
Chief  Justice  directed  a verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  defend- 
ants, reserving  leave  to  the  plaintiff  to  move  to  have  a 
verdict  entered  for  her  for  the  damages  found,  if  the  court 
should  think  her  action  capable  of  being  sustained. 

Crombie  obtained  a rule  nisi  accordingly,  to  have  a verdict 
entered  in  her  favour,  or  for  a new  trial  on  the  law  and 
evidence,  and  for  misdirection,  contending  that  the  evidence 
shewed  a right  in  the  plaintiff  to  maintain  trespass  for  the 
acts  complained  of. 

Prince  shewed  cause,  and  cited  Heath  v.  Milward,  2 Bing. 
N.  C.  98  ; Wheeler  v.  Montefiore,  2 Q.  B.  188  ; Monahan 
v.  Foley  et  al.,  4 U.  C.  R.  129  ; McLaren  v.  Rice,  5 U.  C.  R. 

151. 

Deacon  supported  the  rule,  and  cited  Revett  v.  Brown,  5 
Bing.  7 ; Matson  v.  Cook,  4 Bing.  N.  C.  392. 
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Robinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

The  defendants,  nine  in  number,  were  all  proved  by  the 
plaintiff  to  have  been  jointly  concerned  in  the  act  of  put- 
ting up  the  fence  on  the  1st  of  April,  and  it  was  not  proved 
that  any  act  but  that  was  committed  by  the  nine  defend- 
ants. The  plaintiff  therefore  is  confined  to  that  act  of  tres- 
pass, namely,  the  cutting  rails  on  this  lot  on  that  day,  and 
to  the  putting  up  the  fence  on  that  part  of  the  lot; 

The  plaintiff  cannot  upon  the  evidence  be  said  to  have 
had  exclusive  possession  of  the  land  when  the  defendants 
entered  upon  it  and  did  the  act  complained  of.  She  had 
no  title  to  it  more  than  the  defendants  had.  The  lot  had 
up  the  end  of  March  lain  open  to  every  one.  If  the  plain- 
tiff or  her  husband  made  more  use  of  it  than  others — that 
is  trespassed  to  a greater  extent — it  was  only  because  living 
nearer  it  was  more  convenient  for  them  to  take  those  liber- 
ties with  the  land,  which  lay  in  common,  and  it  was  more 
an  object  for  them  to  do  so.  When  the  plaintiff  shewed  a 
disposition  for  the  first  time  in  March  last  to  take  the  lot 
to  herself  exclusively,  and  shut  out  all  her  neighbors  and 
their  cattle  from  going  across  it  to  the  river,  it  is  not  sur- 
prising that  they  were  not  content  to  allow  it,  but  shewed 
a disposition  to  contest  her  right.  What  followed  after- 
wards was  a strife  in  putting  up  and  pulling  down  fences, 
and  it  has  ended  in  the  lot  being  at  last  left  open  as  it  had 
always  been  before. 

The  cases  cited  by  Mr.  Deacon  of  Revett  v.  Brown,  (5 
Bing.  7,)  and  of  Matson  v.  Cook,  (4  Bing.  N.  C.  392,)  can- 
not in  reason  be  held  to  apply  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff,  for 
what  the  court  there  regarded  as  possession  sufficient  to 
entitle  a party  to  bring  trespass  against  strangers,  was  a 
possession  taken  under  colour  of  right,  and  had  been  for  a 
time  acquiesced  in  and  enjoyed.  Here  the  struggle  was  to 
prevent  the  plaintiff  from  taking  exclusive  possession;  there 
had  been  no  exclusive  peaceable  possession  by  her. 

In  our  opinion  the  rule  nisi  to  enter  a verdict  for  the 
plaintiff  should  be  discharged. 


Rule  discharged. 
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Read  y.  Wedge. 

Prohibition — Division  Court. 

Held , that  under  the  facts  stated  below  no  ground  was  shown  for  a pro- 
hibition to  the  division  court:  that  the  suit  was  clearly  within  their 
jurisdiction;  and  that  the  defence  of  coverture  should  have  been  set 
up  in  the  court  below. 

This  was  a suit  brought  in  the  fifth  division  court  of  the 
county  of  Middlesex. 

D.  G.  Miller  moved  for  a prohibition  to  the  judge  of  the 
county  court  of  Middlesex,  to  restrain  him  from  enforcing 
an  execution  upon  a judgment  obtained  in  this  case  in  the 
division  court.  Defendant  stated  herself  to- be  a married 
woman;  and  she  moved  for  the  writ  on  two  grounds: 

1st.  Because  she  was  sued  as  if  sole,  though  she  was 
married  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  and  from 
thence  had  been  and  was  still  a married  woman. 

2ndly.  Because  this  suit,  as  she  contended,  was  not  with- 
in the  jurisdiction  of  the  division  court. 

Knowles  v.  Holden  et  ah  (24  L.  J.  Ex.  228)  was  cited  in 
support  of  the  application. 

It  appeared  by  the  affidavits  filed  in  support  of  the  ap- 
plication, that  though  defendant  had  a husband  she  lived 
and  had  for  many  years  lived  separate  from  him. 

The  plaintiff  sued  her  on  an  account  for  money  paid  for 
her,  and  on  some  other  items  of  account,  and  for  wages  for 
twelve  months,  at  eight  dollars  a month;  the  principal  de- 
mand being  for  wages. 

The  defendant  appeared  and  claimed  a set-off,  and  put 
the  matter  into  the  hands  of  a friend  to  manage  as  her 
agent.  The  plaintiff’s  demand  exceeded  $200,  but  he 
abandoned  the  excess  above  $99.75,  and  went  only  for 
that,  as  his  account  delivered  shewed. 

The  defendant  advanced  a set-off  exceeding  $400,  one 
large  item  of  which  was  for  two  years’  board  of  the  plaintiff. 

When  the  case  came  on  for  trial  it  was  referred  to  arbitra- 
tion, by  the  plaintiff  on  one  side  and  by  defendant’s  agent 
or  friend,  one  Brown,  on  the  other,  and,  as  appeared  from 
the  affidavits,  with  defendant’s  knowledge  and  assent  at  the 
time.  It  was  referred  to  five  men,  who  had  been  summoned 
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as  a jury,  and  they  heard  the  case,  and  awarded  in  favour 
of  the  plaintiff  for  $98. 

•Judgment  was  entered  for  that  sum,  and  execution  had 
issued. 

Robinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

We  have  at  present  only  the  statements  made  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant.  The  position  of  the  plaintiff,  while  living 
with  the  defendant,  seems  to  have  been  equivocal.  After 
the  lapse  of  two  years  the  plaintiff  sues  her  for  wages,  as  if 
he  had  been  her  hired  servant ; while  the  defendant,  in  her 
set-off  brought  against  him,  claims  payment  for  his  board, 
as  if  he  had  been  all  that  time  a lodger  with  her. 

Both  the  demand  and  the  set-off  were  for  causes  of  ac- 
tion over  which  the  court  had  jurisdiction,  mere  matters  of 
account. 

It  does  not  appear  under  what  circumstances  the  defen- 
dant was  living  apart  from  her  husband,  whether  in  conse- 
quence of  voluntary  separation,  or  from  her  husband  having 
abandoned  her,  or  from  her  having  deserted  him,  or  being 
forced  by  his  violence  or  other  misconduct  to  leave  him. 

The  affidavits  shew  no  grounds,  we  think,  for  a writ  of 
prohibition.  The  case  was  referred  to  arbitration  by  con- 
sent of  parties,  and  it  is  clear  that  the  defendant  submitted 
her  claim  by  way  of  a set-off  to  the  arbitrators,  who  deter- 
mined between  them.  The  claims  were  all  of  a nature  that 
shewed  them  to  be  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and 
the  objections  which  defendant  states  in  her  affidavit  are 
such  as  it  was  open  to  her  to  take  under  sec.  112  of  the 
Division  Court  Act,  on  motion  to  be  male  within  fourteen 
days  to  the  judge  of  the  division  court  to  set  aside  the  award. 

We  do  not  think  that  this  case  by  any  means  stands  on 
the  same  grounds  as  that  to  which  we  were  referred  of 
Knowles  v.  Holden  et  al.  (24  L.  J.  Ex.  223)  in  which  the 
plaint  affected  title  to  land. 

The  plaintiff’s  claim  here  was  for  a demand  which  for  all 
thatappeared  wasclearly  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court, 
and  it  would  not  be  made  less  so  by  the  defendant  setting  up 
a cross  demand  on  an  account  which  in  the  whole  far 
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exceeded  the  jurisdiction,  but  which  consisted  of  various 
unconnected  items. 

The  defendant,  in  her  set-off  delivered,  charged  the  plain- 
tiff as  being  debtor  to  herself,  saying  nothing  of  her  having 
a husband,  and  for  all  we  see  she  set  up  no  such  defence  as 
coverture,  either  before  the  court  or  before  arbitrators  ; and 
during  the  whole  time  it  would  seem  that  she  had  been  liv- 
ing as  a feme  sole,  though  now,  since  the  award  has  been 
moved  against  which  was  made  on  a reference  to  which  her 
agent  assented,  she  tells  us  that  she  was  married  more  than 
thirty  years  ago,  and  that  she  has  not  lived  with  her  hus- 
band for  many  years  past,  but  the  marriage  she  says  has 
never  been  regularly  dissolved.  If  she  meant  to  set  up  cover- 
ture as  a defense  she  should  have  done  it  at  the  proper  time. 

Rule  refused. 


Eckhardt  v.  Raby. 

Lease — Construction. 

The  plaintiff  on  the  1st  of  April,  1858,  leased  certain  land  to  defendant  for 
five  years  at  £100  a year,  payable  half-yearly,  on  the  1st  of  April  and 
October  in  advance , and  the  lease  contained  the  following  provision: 
“It  is  mutually  agreed  on  between  the  said  parties,  that  is,  if  S.  E. 
(the  lessee)  requires  the  premises  before  the  term  expires,  he  is  to  pay 
£50  to  W.  R.  (the  lessee)  for  possession ; otherwise  should  W.  R.  re- 
quire to  leave  before  the  term,  he  has  to  pay  S.  E.  £50.” 

On  the  6th  of  September,  1860,  the  plaintiff  notified  defendant  that  he 
would  require  the  premises  on  the  10th  of  October  following,  and  on 
that  day  he  tendered  the  £50,  which  defendant  refused. 

Held,  that  he  was  entitled  to  maintain  ejectment. 

It  was  not  proved  at  the  trial  whether  the  rent  due  on  the  1st  of  October 
for  the  next  six  months  in  advance  had  been  paid  or  not.  Qucere,  whe- 
ther if  it  had  been  shown  that  the  plaintiff  received  it,  this  would  affect 
his  right. 

Ejectment  by  landlord  against  tenant  for  the  west  half 
of  lot  17  in  the  sixth  concession  of  Markham. 

The  case  was  tried  before  Burns,  J.,  at  the  last  assizes 
held  at  Toronto,  and  the  facts  appeared  as  follow : 

The  plaintiff,  by  indenture  of  lease,  dated  the  1st  of  April, 
1858,  let  to  the  defendant  the  land  in  question  for  the  term 
of  five  years  from  the  date,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  £100,  pay- 
able half-yearly  on  the  1st  of  April  and  1st  of  October,  the 
rent  to  be  paid  in  advance. 
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The  lease  contained  this  provision: — “ And  the  party  of 
the  first  part  agrees  with  the  said  party  of  the  second  part, 
that  he  shall  have  and  peaceably  possess  the  said  premises 
during  the  said  term,  without  the  lawful  interruption  or 
eviction  of  any  person  whatsoever.”  Also  this  provision  : 
“ the  party  of  the  second  part  is  to  have  the  privilege  of 
summer  fallowing  and  putting  in  thirty-one  acres  of  wheat 
the  last  year,  and  to  be  allowed  all  necessary  privileges  to 
harvest  the  same  when  fit,  to  have  the  use  of  the  barn  a 
reasonable  time  for  thrashing.” 

Then  followed  the  agreement  under  which  the  action  was 
brought: — “It  is  naturally  agreed  on  between  the  said 
parties,  first  and  second,  that  is,  if  Salem  Eckliardt  re- 
quires the  premises  before  the  term  expires,  he  is  to  pay 
fifty  pounds  to  William  Eaby  for  possession,  otherwise, 
should  William  Eaby  require  to  leave  before  the  term,  he 
has  to  pay  Salem  Eckhardt  fifty  pounds.” 

The  plaintiff  caused  notice  in  writing  to  be  served  on  the 
defendant  on  the  6th  of  September  last,  that  he  should  re- 
quire the  premises  on  the  10th  of  October,  under  the  terms 
of  the  lease,  and  that  he  would  on  that  day,  be  ready  to 
pay  the  defendant  the  £50  for  the  possession. 

It  was  proved  that  the  plaintiff  attended  on  the  premises 
on  the  10th  of  October,  and  produced  the  money,  £50,  and 
offered  it  to  the  defendant,  but  the  defendant  refused  to 
take  the  money  or  to  give  up  possession  of  the  farm. 

A verdict  was  taken  for  the  plaintiff,  and  leave  reserved 
to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a nonsuit. 

McMichael  obtained  a rule  nisi  to  enter  a nonsuit  pur- 
suant to  leave  reserved,  or  for  a new  trial.  He  cited  Hoe 
Gardner  v.  Kennard,  12  Q.  B.  244;  Hilton  v.  Earl  Gran- 
ville, 5 Q.  B.  701,  780;  Hoe  Willson  v.  Phillips,  2 Bing.  18. 

Eccles,  Q.  C.,  shewed  cause,  and  cited  Hoe  Gardner  v. 
Watt,  1 M.  & E.  694;  S.  C.,  8 B & C.  308;  Hoe  Eodd  v. 
Archer,  14  East  245;  Hoe  dem.  Wilson  v.  Abel,  2 M.  & S. 
541 ; Patt  on  Leases,  vol  ii.,  p.  460,  466. 

Bobinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

The  case  of  Hoe  dem.  Gardner  v.  Kennard  (12  Q.  B.  244) 
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goes  the  length,  we  think  of  supporting  the  plaintiff’s  case, 
upon  the  stipulation  contained  in  the  lease,  though  the  pre- 
vious case  of  Doe  dem.  Willson  v.  Phillips  (2  Bing.  18)  ap- 
pears to  have  been  decided  upon  a somewhat  different  view 
of  the  law.  The  defendant’s  counsel  in  this  case  does  not 
seem  to  have  rested  his  application  for  a nonsuit  upon  any 
such  ground  as  the  distinction  between  a covenant  and 
condition,  taken  in  Doe  dem.  Willson  v.  Phillips. 

We  think  it  quite  clear  that  defendant  was  not  entitled 
to  six  months’  notice  to  quit. 

It  does  not  appear  in  the  evidence  whether  the  defendant 
had  paid  the  rent  (£50)  which,  according  to  the  lease,  would 
be  payable  on  the  1st  of  October  last,  1860.  If  that  was 
paid,  then  in  truth  the  lessor,  instead  of  giving  to  the  lessee 
any  real  compensation  for  the  lessee’s  inconvenience  of  hav- 
ing the  tenancy  so  abruptly  put  an  end  to,  would  have  been 
merely  giving  back  the  rent  which  he  had  received  in  ad- 
vance, and  for  which  the  tenant  had  had  no  consideration,  and 
would  have  none  if  he  was  bound  to  give  up  the  possession. 

Whatever  may  have  been  the  facts  as  regard  the  payment 
of  this  half  year’s  rent,  the  question,  where  no  fraud  is  im- 
puted, is  what  is  the  effect  of  the  provision  in  the  lease  in 
that  respect.  Could  the  lessor  legally  exact  that  rent  after 
he  had  given  notice  in  September  that  he  would  require  the 
place  on  the  10th  of  October  l If  he  could  not,  then  the  ten- 
ant need  not  have  paid  it.  If  he  could  legally  exact  it, 
then,  however  unreasonable  it  might  seem,  all  that  can  be 
properly  said  upon  it  is,  that  the  tenant  should  have  taken 
better  care  of  his  interest  than  to  agree  to  such  terms. 
There  is  an  appearance  of  inequality  and  hardship  in  this 
condition  or  stipulation  as  it  applies  to  the  tenant,  and  if 
the  landlord  having  given  notice  to  the  tenant  in  Septem- 
ber to  leave  on  the  10th  of  October,  received  the  half-year’s 
rent  in  advance  on  the  1st  of  October,  it  would  naturally 
give  rise  to  a surmise  that  the  lessor  had  meditated  some- 
thing unfair  from  the  beginning. 

But  we  must  deal  with  the  lease  (so  to  call  it)  as  it  stands ; 
and  we  cannot  say  that  we  are  free  from  doubt  upon  it, 
but,  as  we  have  already  stated,  we  incline  to  think  that 
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we  should  look  upon  this  stipulation  as  a condition  rather 
than  a covenant,  although  it  must  be  admitted  that  the  case 
Doe  dem.  Willson  v.  Phillips  (2  Bing.  18)  more  nearly  re- 
sembles this  than  the  case  of  Doe  dem.  Gardner  v.  Kennard 
(12  Q.  B.  244).  In  the  latter  case  the  defendant  covenanted 
that  on  expiration  of  the  notice  given  of  the  lessor’s  desire  to 
resume  any  part  of  the  land  leased,  he  would  peaceably  surren- 
der it  up  to  him.  That  so  far  is  more  clearly  a covenant  than 
a condition,  and  so  far  would  seem  more  favourable  for  the 
tenant  in  its  effect  than  the  provision  in  this  lease  on  which 
the  question  turns.  But  then  these  words  follow:  “and 
that  the  said  M.  shall  and  may  take  peaceable  possession f 
&c.  Of  this  it  may  be  said  that  the  latter  part,  as  well  as 
the  first,  is  still  part  of  the  covenant  of  the  lessor,  and  may 
equally  as  well  be  taken  as  a covenant  and  not  a condition. 

There  is  this  difference,  however,  between  that  lease  and 
the  present,  that  there  are  in  it  express  words  permitting 
the  lessor  to  resume  possession,  which  in  the  one  before  us 
there  is  not. 

In  Doe  dem.  Wilson  v.  Abel  (2  M.  & S.  541)  in  the  lease 
there  was  a covenant , that  if  the  lessor  should  desire  to  re- 
sume any  part  of  the  land  demised  for  building,  it  should  be 
lawful  for  him  to  enter  upon  such  lands,  &c.;  and  there  was 
the  usual  condition,  that  if  the  tenant  should  make  default 
in  the  performance  of  any  of  the  covenants,  the  lease  should 
be  void,  and  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  lessor  to  re-enter. 

Lord  Ellenborough  said  at  the  conclusion  of  the  judgment, 
“At  the  expiration  of  the  notice  her  (the  landlady’s)  steward 
attempts  to  make  an  entry  by  demanding  possession;  but  in- 
stead of  finding  the  premises  open  to  him,  he  finds  a person 
there  resisting.  He  demands  possession, — that  is,  that  the 
lessor  might  enter  for  the  purpose  of  building, — and  the 
person  refuses  to  surrender,  which  imports,  not  that  he  re- 
fused to  execute  a surrender,  but  to  surrender  according  to 
the  demand.  Therefore  it  seems  to  me  that,  quacunque  via 
data,  whether  the  lessor  stands  upon  the  covenant  that  she 
should  be  at  liberty  to  determine  the  lease  upon  notice,  or 
upon  the  covenant  for  re-entry  for  breach  of  covenants,  she 
is  entitled  to  the  possession  of  this  land.” 
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In  8 Ves.  Jr.  84,  in  a case  of  Russell  v.  Coggins,  before 
Sir  William  Grant , Master  of  the  Rolls,  there  was  a motion 
for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  defendants  from  proceeding 
at  law  to  recover  possession  of  premises  demised  by  him. 
The  proviso  in  the  lease  was,  “that  if  the  premises  should 
be  wanted  for  building,  the  tenant  should  deliver  up  posses- 
sion.” The  answer  stated  that  the  defendant  went  to  the 
plaintiff,  and  told  him  he  wished  to  have  the  land  for  build- 
ing, and  that  it  was  not  colourable,  for  he  had  entered 
into  a treaty. 

Sir  William  Grant  observed  upon  its  not  distinctly  appear- 
ing that  the  defendant  did  want  the  land,  though  he  said 
he  had  entered  into  a treaty;  but  “if  he  had  said  an  agree- 
ment, there  would  have  been  an  end  of  it.”  “ There  is  no 
defence ,”  he  said,  “ at  law.  The  question,  therefore,  whether 
the  land  was  bona  fide  wanted  can  only  be  here,  and  it  is 
not  so  clear  that  the  defendant  did  want  it,  that  he  ought 
to  be  permitted  to  proceed  at  law,  where  he  must  inevitably 
succeed.”  His  Honour,  therefore,  granted  the  injunction. 
If  we  could  be  quite  sure  that  this  lease  said  nothing  about 
re-entry , or  the  lease  being  void,  the  case  would  perfectly 
resemble  the  present,  and  we  should  have  very  high  autho- 
rity for  sustaining  this  plaintiff’s  action. 

On  the  other  hand,  in  Hoe  dem.  Willson  v.  Phillips,  (2  Bing. 
18,)  where  the  lease  did  very  closely  resemble  the  one  before 
us,  the  provision  being  merely  that  in  case  the  lessor  should 
want  any  part  of  the  land  to  build  or  otherwise,  then  the 
tenant  should  give  up  that  part  of  the  land  to  the  lessor,  who 
was  to  make  an  abatement  in  the  rent,  there,  as  we  have  be" 
fore  stated,  the  court  held  that  this  was  not  a condition 
entitling  the  lessor  on  breach  of  it  to  re-enter,  but  a cove- 
nant on  whieh  he  must  seek  his  remedy  in  damages.  That 
case  has  been  relied  upon  as  a strong  authority  against  the 
plaintiff,  and  so  it  is.  But  there  is  this  difference,  that  in 
that  case  the  lessee  was  to  give  up  the  land  only  in  case  the 
lessor  “should  want  any  part  of  it  to  build  or  otherwise,  or 
cause  to  be  built and  there  the  court  thought  that  in  jus- 
tice this  should  not  be  treated  as  a condition,  but  a covenant , 
for  that,  taken  in  that  sense,  if  the  lessor  was  obliged 
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to  proceed  upon  it  as  a covenant  it  would  be  open  to  a court 
of  equity,  on  an  application  for  injunction  against  suing  on 
the  covenant,  to  compel  him  to  shew  that  he  had  equitable 
grounds  for  desiring  to  resume  possession,  and  that  his 
wanting  the  land  for  building  was  not  a mere  pretence. 
Now  in  the  case  before  us,  the  stipulation  is  that  “if  the 
lessor  requires  the  premises  before  the  term  expires,  he  is  to 
pay  £50  to  William  Raby  for  possession,  otherwise,  should 
William  Raby  require  to  leave  before  the  term,  he  is  to  pay 
Salem  Eckhardt  (the  lessor)  £50.” 

The  clear  meaning,  we  think,  of  that  provision  is  that  the 
lessor  need  assign  no  reason,  but  could  at  his  pleasure  put 
an  end  to  the  term,  paying  £50  as  a compensation.  And 
so  far  the  stipulation  is  mutual,  that  the  tenant  was  at  lib- 
erty to  depart  whenever  he  pleased,  paying  also  £50  as  a 
compensation  for  leaving  when  he  chose,  winch,  according 
to  the  session  of  the  year,  might  throw  a considerable  loss 
upon  the  landlord.  This  we  think  an  important  feature  in 
the  present  case,  as  it  seems  to  put  an  end  to  any  question 
about  six  months’  notice.  We  must  suppose  indeed  that 
the  £50  was  meant  to  be  a compensation  for  the  sudden 
termination  of  the  tenancy.  The  fact  was,  as  it  appears  by 
the  evidence,  that  there  were  no  crops  in  the  ground  at  the 
time  of  the  lessor  requiring  possession.  We  mean  no  fall 
wheat  had  been  sown. 

On  the  whole,  we  have  had  much  doubt  about  the  case, 
and  should  like  yet  to  know  whether  the  rent  due  on  the  1st 
of  October  last  had  been  paid  to  the  lessor,  for  if  it  had, 
then  we  doubt  whether  the  lessor  keeping  that,  and  tender- 
ing only  £50  to  the  tenant,  should  be  held  as  having  ten- 
dered what  was  necessary  for  entitling  him  to  resume  pos- 
session. We  should  have  said  rather  that  we  could  have  made 
up  our  mind  more  satisfactorily  upon  the  case,  if  it  had  ap- 
peared in  evidence  what  was  the  fact  in  regard  to  the  payment 
of  the  £50  for  rent,  which  would  no  doubt  have  been  payable 
if  the  plaintiff  had  not  before  that  day  came  given  notice  that 
he  would  require  the  possession  of  the  land,  and  that  at  a day 
so  soon  after  the  1st  of  October  as  to  deprive  the  tenant  of  all 
the  advantage  for  which  the  rent  would  be  paid  if  paid  at  all. 
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We  wonder  that  the  fact  was  not  brought  out  in  evidence,  but 
it  does  not  seem  to  have  been,  and  if  we  were  to  grant  a new 
trial  on  account  of  evidence  which  might  and  ought  to  have 
been  given,  we  might  be  incurring  the  risk  of  throwing  upon 
the  plaintiff  the  loss  of  a year’s  rent  from  the  farm,  for  be- 
fore the  result  of  another  trial  could  be  known  to  us,  it 
would  be  too  late  for  a new  tenant  to  make  a profitable  use 
of  the  farm  for  the  coming  season. 

We  therefore  discharge  the  rule. 

Rule  discharged. 


James  Irvine  v.  Donald  Nicholson  and  William  Irvine. 

Guarantee — Variance — Admissibility  of  parol  evidence — Statute  of  Fraud. 

The  plaintiff  sued  on  a guarantee,  alleging,  by  way  of  inducement,  that 
it  was  proposed  to  him  by  the  defendant  N.,  that  if  he  would  allow 
a certain  assignment  made  to  him  of  a leasehold  property  to  be  put 
on  record,  he,  N.,  would  give  him  security  on  other  real  property 
for  the  payment  of  certain  moneys,  to  which  the  plaintiff  agreed;  and 
the  plaintiff  averred,  that  in  consideration  that  he  would  allow  the 
said  assignment  to  be  put  on  record,  the  defendants  promised  that 
the  arrangement  made  with  N.  for  the  payment  of  the  said  balance, 
should  be  duly  carried  out,  otherwise  the  defendants  would  pay  the 
plaintiff  £135,  that  being  the  sum  io  be  secured.  The  breach  was, 
that  the  defendant  would  not  carry  out  the  said  arrangement,  nor  se- 
cure to  the  plaiutiff  the  £135.  The  defendant  N.  pleaded  non-as- 
sumpsit. The  guarantee  when  produced  shewed  that  the  defendants 
had  not  agreed  absolutely  to  secure  the  plaintiff,  as  alleged,  but  to 
pay  the  £135  if  N.  did  not  do  so. 

Held,  that  verbal  evidence  of  an  agreement  to  the  effect  declared  upon, 
was  inadmissable,  and  that  it  would  at  all  events  have  mule  useless, 
for  an  agreement  either  bv  the  defendant  I.,  to  become  responsible 
for  N.’s  default,  or  by  both  to  give  security  on  real  property,  must  be 
in  writing.” 

This  action  was  on  an  alleged  agreement  in  the  nature 
of  a guarantee. 

The  declaration  set  out  certain  alleged  facts  and  circum- 
stances by  way  of  inducement,  which  it  was  stated  led  to  the 
plaintiff's  exacting  from  the  defendants  the  special  under- 
taking on  which  he  was  suing.  The  plaintiff  averred  that  it 
was  proposed  to  him  by  the  defendant  Nicholson,  that  if  the 
plaintiff  would  allow  a certain  assignment  made  by  him  to 
third  parties  of  a leasehold  property  to  be  put  upon  record, 
which  it  had  been  intended  should  be  withheld  from  registry 
until  certain  conditions  had  been  complied  with,  and  which 
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the  said  Nicholson  desired  should  be  recorded,  in  order  to 
perfect  a transaction  in  which  he  was  interested,  that  he, 
Nicholson,  would  give  to  the  plaintiff  security  on  other  real 
estate,  or  other  “unexceptionable  security,”  for  the  due- 
payment  of  the  balance  of  certain  moneys  at  the  time  and 
in  the  manner  thereinafter  mentioned,  to  which  proposition 
the  plaintiff  averred  he  assented  and  agreed,  on  his  being 
guaranteed  that  the  arrangement  would  be  carried  out  within 
a reasonable  time ; and  that  thereupon,  in  consideration  that 
the  plaintiff,  at  the  request  of  the  defendants,  would  allow 
the  said  assignment  of  lease  to  be  put  on  record,  so  as  to 
complete  the  title,  &c.,  they,  the  defendants,  jointly  and 
severally  undertook,  guaranteed,  and  promised  the  plaintiff 
that  the  arrangement  for  the  payment  of  said  balance  in 
manner  thereinafter  mentioned  would  be  duly  carried  out, 
as  agreed  upon  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant 
Nicholson,  as  aforesaid,  and  the  documents  (securing  the 
same)  necessary  for  that  purpose  duly  executed  within  a 
reasonable  time,  otherwise  the  defendants  promised,  and 
thereby  held  themselves  personally  liable  to  the  plaintiff  to 
pay  the  full  amount  of  the  sum  of  £185  and  interest,  as  well 
as  all  costs  the  plaintiff  might  incur  in  enforcing  the  claim 
against  the  defendants ; the  said  arrangement  referred  to, 
and  so  to  be  secured  as  aforesaid,  being  that  the  defendant 
Nicholson  should  pay  to  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of  £20  annually 
in  such  payments  as  should  be  agreed  on,  and  also  pay  over 
to  the  plaintiff  all  the  rents  on  the  buildings  erected  on  the 
said  leasehold  property,  under  deduction  of  ground  rent  and 
interest  of  said  mortgage,  to  the  defendant  Nicholson,  until 
the  said  £135,  and  interest  at  the  rate  of  ten  per  cent, 
per  annum,  should  be  fully  paid  and  satisfied. 

Then,  having  thus  set  out  what  the  defendants  undertook 
to  do,  the  plaintiff  averred  that  he  did  what  was  desired  of 
him  as  to  allowing  the  said  assignment  made  by  him  of  the 
leasehold  property  to  be  put  on  record,  but  that  nevertheless 
the  defendants,  although  they  had  been  requested,  and 
although  a reasonable  time  had  elapsed,  did  not  nor  would 
either  of  them  carry  out  or  cause  to  be  carried  out  the  said 
arrangement  so  agreed  on  as  aforesaid,  “ nor  secure  to  the 
30  u.  c.  q.  b.,  20 
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plaintiff  the  payment  of  the  said  balance  of  £135,  and  interest 
thereof,  either  on  real  estate  or  otherwise  howsoever,  nor 
cause  the  documents  necessary  for  that  purpose,  or  any 
document  whatever,  to  be  executed,  but  therein  wholly 
failed  and  made  default,  and  the  plaintiff  lost  and  was  de- 
prived of  and  still  is  without  any  security  for  the  payment 
of  the  said  sum  of  £185  and  interest,  or  any  part  thereof, 
and  the  same  is  wholly  unpaid  to  the  plaintiff. 

The  defendant  Nicholson  pleaded  non-assumpsit.  The 
other  defendant,  William  Irvine,  suffered  judgment  to  go 
by  default. 

At  the  trial,  at  Toronto,  before  Richards , J.,  the  plaintiff 
produced  and  proved  the  following  agreement,  in  the  form  of 
a letter  from  the  defendants  to  John  Irvine,  dated  Hamilton, 
4th  January,  1860,  and  addressed  to  the  said  John  Irvine. 

“ Dear  Sir, — In  consideration  of  you  as  attorney  for  James 
Irvine  allowing  a certain  assignment  of  lease  by  him,  the 
said  James  Irvine,  to  E.  M.  and  yourself,  as  trustees  under 
the  marriage  settlement  of  William  Irvine,  one  of  the  under- 
signed, and  wife,  to  be  put  on  record,  so  as  to  complete  the 
title  of  the  said  trustees  in  the  leasehold  property  there  con- 
veyed, although  there  is  still  a balance  of  £185  or  there- 
abouts due  to  the  said  James  Irvine  on  the  purchase  money 
of  said  leasehold  property,  we  jointly  and  severally  under* 
take  to  guarantee  to  you,  as  attorney  aforesaid,  that  the  ar- 
rangement hereinafter  set  forth,  as  agreed  on  between  you 
and  us,  will  be  duly  carried  out,  and  the  documents  neces- 
sary for  that  purpose  duly  executed  within  a reasonable 
time,  otherwise  we  hold  ourselves  personally  liable  to  you, 
as  attorney  for  said  James  Irvine,  to  pay  the  full  amount 
of  said  £135,  and  interest,  as  well  as  the  costs  you  may 
incur  in  enforcing  the  claim  against  us. 

“ The  arrangement  referred  to  above  is  that  in  considera- 
tion of  you  recording  the  assignment  above  mentioned,  thus 
allowing  a certain  mortgage  for  £450  made  by  the  said  trus- 
tees to  Donald  Nicholson,  one  of  the  undersigned,  to  take 
precedence  of  the  said  claim  by  James  Irvine  of  £135  or 
thereabouts,  the  unpaid  vendor’s  lien  being  understood  to 
remain  good  except  as  against  the  said  mortgage  for  £450, 
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the  said  Donald  Nicholson  has  agreed  to  pay  to  you,  as 
attorney  as  aforesaid,  the  sum  of  £20  annually  in  such  pay- 
ments as  may  be  arranged  on,  and  also  to  pay  over  to  you 
all  the  rents  of  the  buildings  erected  on  the  said  leasehold 
property,  under  deduction  of  ground  rent  and  interest  of  the 
said  mortgage  to  said  Nicholson  for  £450,  until  the  said 
claim  of  £135,  or  thereabouts,  and  interest  at  the  rate  of 
ten  per  cent,  per  annum,  is  fully  paid  and  satisfied.” 

It  was  objected  at  the  trial  that  this  instrument  did  not 
support  the  plaintiff’s  action,  but  varied  essentially  from  it. 
The  plaintiff’s  counsel  desired  then  to  prove  that  there  was 
a verbal  agreement  to  the  effect  of  that  set  out  in  the  declara- 
tion, but  such  evidence  the  learned  judge  held  to  be  inadmis- 
sible, and  directed  the  plaintiff  to  be  nonsuited,  reserving 
leave  to  him  to  move  against  it. 

R.  A.  Harrison  obtained  a rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the  non- 
suit. He  cited  Stephen  on  Pig.  248-4 : Larned  v.  McRae, 
1 U.  C.  R.  106. 

Freeman , Q.  C.  shewed  cause. 

Robinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

When  the  written  agreement  is  carefully  compared  with 
the  declaration,  it  is  evident  that  the  objection  of  variance 
was  properly  held  to  be  fatal.  The  plaintiff  is  not  suing  for 
non-performance  of  the  only  thing  which  by  their  letter  the 
defendants  bound  themselves  to  do ; that  is,  to  pay  the  £185, 
if  Nicholson  (one  of  them)  should  not  within  a reasonable 
time  execute  such  documents  as  should  be  necessary  for  car- 
rying out  an  agreement,  which  is  not  clearly  explained.  This 
action  is  not  brought  to  recover  the  £135,  or  any  instalment 
of  it ; and  indeed  it  was  admitted  on  the  trial  that  when  this 
action  was  brought  there  was  none  of  that  money  due,  nor 
does  it  appear  what  precise  arrangement  has  been  come  to 
in  regard  to  the  payment  of  that  account. 

But  the  breach  of  the  guarantee  on  which  the  plaintiff  sues 
is  that  the  defendants  have  not  given  to  the  plaintiff  (James 
Irvine)  security  upon  real  estate  according  to  the  guarantee. 
Now  so  far  as  the  defendant  William  Irvine  was  concerned, he 
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could  only  bind  himself  in  writing  to  be  answerable  for  the 
default  of  another— that  is,  of  Nicholson — and  no  action 
could  be  sustained  against  either  of  the  defendants  for  not 
giving  security  upon  real  property  without  shewing  that  they 
agreed  in  writing  to  do  so.  The  statute  of  frauds  in  both 
respects  required  written  evidence  of  the  contract.  The 
plaintiff  indeed  did  give  written  evidence  of  what  the  defen- 
dants did  in  fact  agree  to,  but  the  writing  does  not  support 
the  statement  in  the  declaration  of  what  they  engaged  for. 

The  agreement  was  that  if  the  necessary  documents  were 
not  within  a reasonable  time  executed  for  carrying  out  the 
agreement,  then  these  defendants  should  pay  the  £185. 
They  are  not  sued  for themoney because  the  other  thingwas 
not  done,  but  are  sued  as  if  they  had  both  agreed  absolutely 
that  deeds  should  be  executed.  The  writing  shews  plainly 
that  they  did  not  so  agree.  We  cannot  look  out  of  the  writing 
to  see  what  was  agreed  upon.  Whatever  conversation  may 
have  taken  place  before  or  at  the  time  of  signing  that  letter 
was  made  immaterial  by  the  giving  of  that  letter,  for  that 
is  the  only  proof  of  the  agreement  at  and  up  to  that  time. 

It  would  no  doubt  have  been  allowed  to  the  plaintiff  to 
prove  a sufficient  agreement  made  afterwards,  substantially 
varying  from  that,  but  it  is  not  pretended  that  there  was  any 
such  subsequent  independent  agreement,  and  if  there  was  it 
would  from  the  nature  of  the  undertaking  require  to  be 
proved  by  writing. 

The  plaintiff’s  counsel  on  the  argument  endeavoured  to 
make  out  that  he  could  rely  upon  what  was  set  out  in  the 
inducement  in  the  declaration  for  proof  of  such  an  agree- 
ment as  he  alleged,  for  that  the  defendants’  plea  of  non- 
assumpsit  admitted  all  the  preparatory  matter  set  out,  and 
only  denied  that  they  ever  made  such  a promise  as  the  plain- 
tiff alleged  they  had  made.  A careful  examination  of  the 
matter  set  out  by  way  of  inducement  shews  that  it  is  not  in 
fact  upon  any  thing  set  out  in  that  the  plaintiff  can  rely  con- 
clusively for  shewing  such  a promise  as  he  has  sued  upon, 
and  besides,  whatever  statement  of  a promise  the  plaintiff 
could  succeed  in  extracting  from  the  count  in  any  way,  we 
must  admit  that  the  plea  of  non-assnmpsit  denies  all  that  is 
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set  out  as  a promise,  and  so  far  would  put  the  plaintiff  to 
proof  of  his  inducement. 

We  have  no  doubt  that  the  nonsuit  was  proper,  and  that 
the  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Buie  discharged. 


Stewart  v.  Webster. 

Aivard— Construction — Finality — Pleading — Allowance  of  interest. 

Under  a submission  of  all  matters  in  difference  between  the  plaintiff 
and  defendant  (not  specifying  any  subject  of  dispute,)  with  power  to 
the  arbitrators  to  determine  what  they  should  see  fit  to  be  done  by 
either,  the  arbitrators  by  their  award — after  reciting  that  one  G.,  by 
a writing  endorsed  on  the  submission,  had  agreed  to  submit  to  them 
a charge  of  £250  per  annum,  made  by  defendant  for  the  management 
of  certain  property  in  Berlin,  in  which  G-.  and  the  plaintiff  were 
jointly  interested— found  that  on  the  1st  of  September,  1860,  defen- 
dant was  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  £3,249  17s  8d.,  which  they  or- 
dered him  to  pay  accordingly,  with  interest  half-yearly  until  paid. 
2nd.  As  to  the  Berlin  property,  that  as  regarded  the  rights  and  lia- 
bilities of  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  thereto,  they  did  not  find  that 
any  difference  had  arisen  calling  for  their  arbitrament  (further  than 
as  might  regard  the  said  amount  claimed  for  management)  and  they 
therefore  made  no  adjudication  on  such  right  or  liabilities.  3rd.  As 
to  certain  property  in  Guelph,  comprised  in  a deed  made  by  defen- 
dant to  plaintiff,  they  adjudged  that  the  plaintiff  should  hold  the 
same  in  fee  by  virtue  of  such  deed,  but  that  if  he,  or  his  heirs  or  as- 
signs, should  sell  the  same,  or  any  part  thereof,  and  should  realize 
from  such  sale  a larger  sum  than  £l,105,  he  or  they  should  account  for 
such  surplus  to  the  defendent,  his  executors,  &c. 

To  an  action  on  this  award,  defendant,  after  setting  it  out  at  length, 
pleaded : 1.  That  the  arbitrators  awarded  upon  matters  not  submitted, 
and  which  accrued  after  the  submission,  and  upon  accounts  between 
the  parties  to  a period  long  after  the  submission.  2.  That  the  award 
was  not  final,  in  this,  that  the  said  matters  relating  to  the  Berlin  pro- 
perty were  matters  in  difference,  and  were  submitted  to  the  arbitra- 
tion, but  that  they  did  not  award  thereon  ; and  in  this,  that  they  did 
not  dispose  of  the  difference  respecting  the  value  of  the  Guelph  pro- 
perty, but  left  the  same  unsettled  and  dependent  upon  the  sale  thereof 
by  the  plaintiff,  when  only  the  amount  to  be  accounted  for  to  defen- 
dant could  be  determined. 

Held,  on  demurrer,  both  pleas  good  ; and  as  to  the  second  plea,  that  the 
averment  as  to  the  Berlin  property  was  a sufficient  defence,  and  the 
plea  therefor  sufficient,  although  the  award  as  to  the  Guelph  land  was 
not  wanting  in  finality. 

At  the  trial,  upon  issue  taken  on  the  first  plea,  it  appeared  that  the 
plaintiff  in  April  gave  in  a statement  of  his  claim,  calculated  with  in- 
terest up  to  that  time,  at  12  per  cent.,  which  had  been  the  usual  rate 
allowed  in  the  dealings  between  the  parties.  At  the  defendant’s  re- 
quest time  was  allowed  him  to  prove  his  defence;  and  in  making 
their  award  on  the  6th  of  October,  the  arbitrators  added  interest  at 
the  same  rate  up  to  the  1st  of  September,  on  the  sum  claimed  in  April 
for  principal  and  interest  up  to  that  time.  Held , that  they  had  power 
to  do  this,  and  to  award  interest  on  the  amount  until  paid. 

Held , also,  that  upon  the  evidence,  set  out  below,  the  first  plea  was  not 
proved. 

Queer  e,  as  to  the  intention  and  effect  of  the  direction  in  the  award  to  pay 
the  £3,249,  and  interest  half-yearly  until  payment. 

This  was  an  action  upon  an  award  made  upon  a submis- 


470  queen’s  bench,  Hilary  term,  24  vie.,  issi. 

sion  -entered  into  on  the  23rd  of  February,  1860,  to  recover 
the  sum  of  $3,249  17s.  8d.,  and  one-half  of  $54  costs,  paid 
by  the  plaintiff. 

It  was  a submission  of  all  disputes  and  matters  in  differ- 
ence whatsoever  between  the  parties,  and  it  was  one  of  the 
terms  of  the  reference,  as  it  was  stated  in  the  declaration, 
that  the  costs  of  the  deed  of  submission,  and  the  costs  of  the 
reference  and  award,  should  be  in  the  discretion  of  the  arbi- 
trators, who  might  direct  to,  and  by  whom,  and  in  what 
manner  the  same,  or  any  part  thereof,  should  be  paid.  It 
was  also  agreed  by  the  submission,  as  the  declaration 
stated  it,  that  the  arbitrators  “ should  be  at  liberty  to  order 
and  determine  what  they  should  think  fit  to  be  done  by 
either  of  the  parties  respecting  the  matters  referred.” 

The  defendant,  in  two  pleas,  which  were  demurred  to, 
did  not  traverse  the  submission,  or  deny  that  it  was  in  the 
terms  set  out,  but  he  first  stated  the  award  at  length,  and 
then  took  certain  objections  to  it ; first,  because  he  said  the 
arbitrators  exceeded  the  submission,  and  secondly,  because 
their  award  was  not  final. 

The  award,  by  the  terms  of  the  submission,  was  to  be 
made  on  or  before  the  1st  of  May,  1860,  or  on  or  before  any 
other  day  to  which  the  arbitrators  might  enlarge  the  time, 
and  it  was  averred  that  they  did  enlarge  the  time  to  the  1st 
of  January,  1861,  within  which  time — namely,  on  the  6th 
of  October,  1860 — the  arbitrators  made  their  award. 

In  this  award,  besides  a short  recital  of  the  submission, 
the  arbitrators  recited  that  George  John  Grange,  of  the 
town  of  Guelph,  Esquire,  did,  on  the  25th  of  August,  1860, 
by  a writing  endorsed  on  the  said  submission,  undertake  to 
submit  to  them  a certain  charge  of  $250  per  annum,  made 
by  the  said  James  Webster,  the  defendant  in  this  case,  and 
one  of  the  parties  to  the  submission,  for  the  management 
of  certain  property  situate  in  the  town  of  Berlin,  and  county 
of  Waterloo,  in  this  Province,  in  which  property,  being  a 
partnership  property,  the  said  Grange  and  this  plaintiff, 
Stewart,  were  both  interested. 

And  after  these  recitals  the  award  proceeded  as  follows  : 

First,  We  find  that  the  said  James  Webster,  on  the  1st 
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day  of  September,  1860, was,  and  still  is, indebted  to  the  said 
G.  M.  Stewart,  in  .£3249  17s.  8d.,  and  we  order  that  the 
said  James  Webster  do  pay  to  the  said  G.  M.  Stewart  the 
said  sum  accordingly.  And  we  do  further  order,  that  until 
the  same  be  paid  the  said  James  Webster  do  pay  to  the  said 
G.  M.  Stewart  interest  thereon  after  the  rate  of  six  percent, 
per  annum,  to  be  computed  from  the  said  1st  day  of  Sep- 
tember, and  to  be  paid  half-yearly,  on  the  said  principal 
sum  or  debt  of  £8249  17s.  8d.,  or  so  much  thereof  as  may 
from  time  to  time  remain  unpaid. 

Second,  as  regards  that  certain  property  known  as  the 
Berlin  property,  and  which  may  be  described  as  the  unsold 
parts  of  the  real  estate  at  the  said  town  of  Berlin,  and  debts 
and  assests  arising  from  the  sold  parts  thereof, as  held  in  the 
name  of  the  said  George  John  Grange,  in  the  terms  of  an  in- 
denture between  the  said  George  John  Grange, the  said  James 
Webster,  and  Francis  Shanly,  Esquire,  dated  the  18tli  of 
Februrary,  1854,  we  find  that  the  said  George  M.  Stewart 
being  absolute  proprietor  of  one  third  share  of  the  same,  or 
interest  therein,  acquired  by  him  by  purchase  from  the  said 
Francis  Shanly,  is  also  the  holder  of  another  one  third  share 
of  the  same  by  virtue  of  an  indenture  between  the  said  James 
Webster  and  the  said  George  M.  Stewart,  dated  the  10th  of 
May,  1859  ; and  that,  as  to  the  respective  rights  and  liabili- 
ties of  the  said  James  Webster  and  George  M.  Stewart  re- 
lative thereto,  we  do  not  find  that  any  dispute  or  difference 
hath  arisen  concerningthe  same  calling  for  our  arbitrament, 
(further  than  as  may  regard  the  amount  claimed  as  afore- 
said for  general  management  of  the  said  Berlin  property)  ; 
and  we  do  therefore  make  no  adjudication  on  such  right  or 
liabilities  as  last  aforesaid. 

Third,  as  regards  that  certain  property  situate  in  the  said 
town  of  Guelph,  comprised  in  that  certain  deed  of  bargain 
and  sale  made  by  the  said  James  Webster  in  favour  of  the 
said  George  M.  Stewart,  dated  the  28th  of  October,  1858, 
and  registered  in  the  registry  office  of  the  county  of  Welling- 
ton on  the  4th  day  of  November  following,  we  adjudge  that 
the  said  George  M.  Stewart  do  hold  the  same  in  fee  simple 
by  virtue  of  the  said  conveyance  thereof  to  him  from  the  said 
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James  Webster,  but  that  if  the  said  George  M.  Stewart,  his 
heirs  or  assigns,  shall  sell  the  same,  or  any  part  thereof,  and 
shall  realize  from  such  sale  a larger  sum  than  the  sum  of 
£1105,  he  or  they  shall  account  for  such  surplus  when  so 
realized  unto  the  said  James  Webster,  his  executors,  ad- 
ministrators or  assigns. 

And  lastly,  the  arbitrators  awarded  that  the  costs  of  pre- 
paring the  deed  of  submission  were£l  10s.,  and  the  costs  of 
the  reference  and  of  their  award  £52  10s.,  making  £54, 
which  they  directed  should  be  paid  in  equal  proportions  by 
each  party,  and  that  if  either  should  pay  to  the  arbitrators 
the  share  of  the  other,  the  party  paying  should  be  entitled 
to  receive  the  amount  so  paid  from  the  other  on  demand, 
with  interest  from  the  day  of  payment  at  six  per  cent.,  pay- 
able half-yearly. 

The  defendant  in  the  first  plea  averred  that  the  arbitrators 
in  making  their  award  took  into  consideration  and  awarded 
upon  matters  not  submitted  to  them,  and  which  accrued 
after  the  submission  was  made,  and  awarded  upon  the  ac- 
counts between  the  parties  to  a period  long  subsequent  to 
the  making  of  the  submission,  whereby  the  defendant  aver- 
red, the  award  was  void. 

And  in  the  second  plea  the  defendant  averred,  as  before 
stated,  that  the  award  was  not  final,  in  this,  namely,  that  the 
said  matters  relating  to  the  Berlin  property  were  matters  in 
difference  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  at  the  time  of 
the  submission,  and  were  submitted  to  the  arbitrators,  and 
that  they  did  not  award  thereon.  And  also  in  this,  that  the 
arbitrators  did  not  dispose  of  the  matters  in  difference  between 
the  plaintiff  and  defendant  respecting  the  value  of  the  Guelph 
property, in  the  award  mentioned,  but  left  that  value  unset- 
tled and  undetermined,  and  dependent  upon  the  sale  by  the 
plaintiff  of  the  s lid  land,  when  and  when  only  the  amount  to 
be  finally  accounted  for  to  the  defendant  was  to  be  settled, 
wherefore,  the  defendant  averred,  the  award  was  void. 

To  these  pleas  the  defendant  demurred,  on  the  grounds 
that  the  first  plea  imputed  misconduct  to  the  arbitrators,  and 
as  such  was  not  an  answer  to  an  action  on  the  award. 

And  as  to  the  second  plea,  that  the  said  plea  setting  out 
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the  award  and  disputing  its  validity  in  law,  tenders  an  issue 
of  law  to  the  jury  and  not  to  the  court : that  the  arbitra- 
tors, as  appears  by  the  award  set  out,  have  found  that  there 
was  no  point  in  dispute  about  the  Berlin  property  (except 
for  management)  and  their  decision  cannot  be  reviewed, 
and  that  the  award  professing  to  be  mad ede  proemissis  this 
item  must  be  assumed  to  have  been  taken  into  consideration 
in  awarding  the  sum  to  be  paid  to  the  plaintiff.  That  the 
said  award  is  final  as  regards  the  Guelph  property,  inas- 
much as  it  establishes  the  title  of  the  property  in  the  plain- 
tiff, and  fixes  definitely  the  sum  beyond  which,  if  he  sells 
the  property,  he  is  to  account  to  the  defendant  for  the  balance . 

Read,  Q.  C.,  and  Anderson,  for  the  demurrer,  cited  Wil- 
liams v.  Wilson,  9 Ex.  101 ; In  re.  Morphett,  2 D.  & L.  967; 
Perry  v.  Mitchell,  12  M.  & W.  792;  Roberts  v.  Eberhardt, 
4 Jur.  N.  S.  899  ; Wilkinson  v.  Page,  1 Hare  276 ; Cargey 
v.  Aitcheson,  2 B.  & C.  170 ; Aitcheson  v.  Cargey,  2 Bing. 
199;  McArthur  v.  Campbell,  4 N.  & M.  210;  Braddick  v. 
Thompson,  8 East  844;  Russell  on  Awards,  524. 

Cameron,  0.  C.,  contra,  cited  Mitchell  v.  Staveley,  16  East 
58 ; Dresser  v.  Stansfield,  14  M.  & W.  822 ; Charleton  v. 
Spencer,  8 Q.  B.  693 ; Roberts  v.  Eberhardt,  3 C.  B.  N.  S. 
482 ; Duckworth  v.  Harrison,  4 M.  & W.  432 ; Gisborne  v. 
Hart,  5 M.  & W.  53;  Samuel  v.  Cooper,  2 A.  & E.  752  ; 
Price  v.  Popkin,  10  A.  & E.  139  ; Russell  on  Awards,  268-270. 

Robinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

The  first  plea  we  think  is  a good  plea.  Whether  it  was 
afterwards  upon  the  trial  proved  to  be  true  is  quite  another 
question. 

For  all  that  we  see  upon  the  plea,  the  defendant  means 
to  affirm  by  it  that  the  arbitrators  took  into  their  consid- 
eration and  awarded  upon  transactions  forming  matters  of 
account,  which  transactions  were  subsequent  to  the  time  of 
the  submission,  and  that  would  certainly  be  an  excess  of 
jurisdiction.  In  truth  the  plea  does  amount  to  that  in  terms. 

As  to  the  second  plea,  the  submission  being  of  all  matters 
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in  difference,  of  course  the  arbitrators  were  bound  to  dispose 
of  all  matters  that  were  in  fact  in  difference  between  the 
parties  in  respect  to  the  Berlin  property,  in  which  they  held 
a joint  interest. 

The  submission,  as  it  is  set  out  in  the  declaration,  makes 
no  allusion  to  any  such  matter  as  being  in  difference,  but  if 
there  was  in  fact  at  the  time  of  the  award  any  dispute  about 
that  property,  either  of  a pecuniary  nature  in  consequence 
of  sales  made,  or  a dispute  of  any  other  kind,  and  the  arbi- 
trators had  notice  of  such  dispute  or  difference,  and  were 
requested  to  award  upon  it,  no  doubt  it  was  incumbent  upon 
themto  dispose  of  it.  This  plea  states  that  the  said  matters 
respecting  the  Berlin  property  were  in  difference.  Now  the 
said  matters  can  refer  to  nothing  in  the  submission  as  it  is 
set  forth  in  the  declaration,  for  that  makes  no  mention  of  it. 
Those  words  therefore  can  only  refer  to  what  is  said  of  the 
Berlin  property  in  the  inducement  to  the  plea : in  other 
words,  in  the  recital  in  the  award  and  in  the  award  itself. 
What  is  said  of  it  in  the  recital  in  the  award  is,  that  Webster 
had  made  a claim  of  £250  a year  for  the  management  of  that 
property,  in  which  Stewart  and  Grange  were  jointly  inter- 
ested, and  that  Grange  had  submitted  to  be  bound  by  the 
award,  (as  he  might  do,  though  not  originally  a party  to  the- 
submission .)  This  is  no  intimation  of  any  matter  in  difference 
respecting  the  Berlin  property,  further  than  the  question 
how  much,  if  anything,  should  be  paid  to  Mr.  Webster  for 
the  past  management  of  it,  which  might  give  rise  incident- 
ally to  a question  how  much  of  the  allowance  proper  to  be 
made  to  Webster  each  of  these  parties  should  pay  ; and  if 
one  had  paid  any  sum  on  account  of  it,  he  would  have  a 
claim  upon  the  other  to  be  reimbursed  in  such  proportion 
of  it  as  the  arbitrators  should  think  right. 

The  award,  as  we  have  just  said,  gives  no  intimation  of 
any  other  matter  in  difference  between  the  parties  respecting 
the  Berlin  property;  and  as  the  plea  speaks  of  the  mid 
matters  in  difference,  the  defendant  cannot  be  understood  to 
be  speaking  of  any  new  or  other  matter  of  dispute,  unless 
indeed  the  award,  in  its  reference  afterwards  to  this  property, 
had  disclosed  that  there  were  some  other  matter  in  difference 
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in  regard  to  it,  but  it  does  not.  On  the  contrary,  the  arbi- 
trators expressly  assert  that  there  was  no  other  thing  to  be 
settled  in  regard  to  the  Berlin  property  but  that. 

Then,  taking  that  plea,  as  we  think  we  must,  to  refer  to 
the  only  matter  in  difference  which  had  been  alluded  to  in 
the  previous  part  of  the  pleadings,  the  plea  must  be  under- 
stood to  state  that  the  arbitrators  did  not  award  thereon : 
that  is,  that  they  did  not  settle  the  difference  that  there  was 
between  Webster  and  Stewart  growing  out  of  Webster’s 
charge  for  managing  the  property.  Taking  the  plea  to 
refer  to  that,  we  have  to  consider  that  the  arbitrators  in 
their  award  do  make  mention  of  it  as  something  that  was 
in  difference,  but  they  do  not  say  in  any  recital  in  the  award 
that  they  had  settled  the  dispute  by  their  award,  and  the 
award  does  not  give  us  to  understand  whether  they  did  or 
did  not. 

The  defendant,  therefore,  it  seems  to  us,  was  at  liberty 
to  assert,  as  he  does  in  this  plea,  that  the  said  matters 
mentioned  in  the  award  as  in  difference  relating  to  the 
Berlin  property  were  in  difference,  and  were  submitted  to  the 
arbitrators,  and  that  they  did  not  settle  that  dispute.  If  that 
be  true,  then  the  award  is  not  final.  If  it  be  not  true,  then 
the  defendant  must  have  failed  on  the  trial  if  an  issue  in 
fact  had  been  joined  upon  this  plea,  but  it  appears  that 
the  truth  of  the  plea  was  not  traversed. 

As  it  stands  the  plea  is,  we  think,  a good  defence  ; and  the 
opinion  we  have  formed  on  the  pleadings  is  that  judgment 
should  be  given  for  the  defendant  on  both  the  demurrers. 

W^e  have  not  failed  to  consider,  as  regards  the  second 
plea,  that  the  defendant  relies  upon  two  instances  of  want 
of  finality  in  the  award  as  rendering  it  void.  We  have 
spoken  only  of  one — that  which  relates  to  the  Berlin  pro- 
perty. It  does  not  seem  to  us  that  there  is  good  ground 
for  objecting  that  the  arbitrators  have  not  settled  the  dif- 
ference between  the  parties  respecting  the  property  in 
Guelph,  and  settled  it  in  a manner  in  which  it  was  com- 
petent to  them  to  dispose  of  it.  We  should  always  up- 
hold an  award  against  objections  that  are  not  reasonable, 
and  should  entertain  every  reasonable  intendment  in  order 
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io  support  it.  For  all  that  appears,  the  dealings  between 
the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  in  regard  to  the  Guelph 
property  may  have  been  such  that  it  wras  quite  compatible 
with  justice,  and  with  the  understanding  and  agreement 
between  the  parties,  as  explained  to  the  arbitrators,  that 
Stewart  should  be  determined  to  be  the  legal  owner  of  the 
property,  and  at  liberty  to  keep  it  or  dispose  of  it  as  he 
pleased,  but  that  if  he  should  sell  it,  and  should  obtain 
more  than  £1105  for  it,  that  he  should  be  held  liable  to 
the  defendant  for  whatever  sum  he  might  receive  beyond 
£1105.  We  can  easily  conceive  such  a state  of  things  as 
would  make  that  a just  determination,  and  we  do  not  think 
that  the  mere  circumstance  that  the  claim  of  the  defendant 
to  receive  anything  beyond  the  £1105  is  made  contingent 
upon  certain  facts  occurring  or  not  occurring,  and  without 
certain  limitation  of  time  within  which  they  must  occur  in 
order  to  give  a claim,  makes  that  part  of  the  award  illegal, 
either  for  uncertainty  or  for  any  other  reason. 

Then  if  this  part  of  the  award  is  not  objectionable  on 
the  ground  of  want  of  certainty  or  finality,  as  we  think  it 
is  not,  this  instance  of  want  of  finality  set  up  in  the  plea 
would  not  of  itself  be  sufficient  to  invalidate  the  award,  and 
so  far  the  plea  would  be  bad. 

Is  it  therefore  sufficient,  although  it  specifies  another 
instance  in  which  the  award  is  not  final,  which,  if  it  stood 
alone,  would,  we  think,  be  sufficient  to  show  the  award 
void,  unless  it  could  be  disproved  ? 

That  turns  on  the  proper  application  of  the  principle 
that  a plea  bad  in  part  is  to  be  held  bad  in  the  whole,  the 
meaning  of  which  we  take  to  be,  that  if  a plea  fails  in  any 
part  of  that  which  is  essential  to  make  it  aperfect  defence  it 
fails  altogether.  We  have  had  some  doubt  on  that  point, 
but  we  think  we  must  hold  that  when  a plea  sets  up  a defence, 
such  as  in  this  case  want  of  finality,  which  if  it  is  well 
founded  necessarily  goes  to  the  whole  cause  of  action,  the  fact 
of  the  defendant  specifying  two  instances  in  which  the  award 
is  not  final  clearly  does  not  make  it  necessary  to  prove  both. 

The  case  of  Spilsbury  v.  Micldethwaite  (1  Taunt.  146)  is  an 
authority  on  that  point,  and  there  is  no  doubt  that  it  is  a 
principle  constantly  acted  upon,  that  it  is  only  necessary  to 
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prove  so  much  of  a plea  as  is  necessary  to  show  a good  bar 
to  the  action.  In  a case  like  this  the  action  is  as  clearly 
barred  by  shewing  want  of  finality  in  one  instance  as  in  two, 
and  as  only  one  need  be  proved,  or  attempted  to  be  proved, 
we  take  it  for  granted  that  it  is  not  indispensable  that  the 
two  instances  of  want  of  finality,  which  have  no  connection 
with  each  other,  should  both  appear  to  be  good  instances  of 
such  want  of  finality,  (a) 


The  plaintiff,  besides  demurring,  took  issue  upon  the  first 
plea.  No  issue  in  fact  was  joined  upon  the  second  plea. 

At  the  trial,  at  Guelph,  before  Hag  arty,  J.,  the  defendant 
gave  this  evidence  in  support  of  his  first  plea.  He  called 
Mr.  Fergusson,  one  of  the  two  arbitrators  who  made  the 
award,  and  who  gave  the  following  testimony  : 

“ I was  one  of  the  arbitrators  under  the  submission  pro- 
duced, which  is  dated  the  28rd  of  February,  1860.  The 
award,  made  on  the  6th  of  October,  1860,  determines  that  the 
defendant  was  indebted  in  the  sum  named  on  the  1st  of  Sep- 
tember, 1860.  I did  not  understand  that  any  transactions 
took  place  after  the  submission.  We  reckoned  interest  at  a 
rate  stated  to  have  been  agreed  upon  between  the  parties, 
from  the  1st  of  April,  1860,  to  the  1st  of  September,  1860, 
on  £3807  11s.  10d.,  interest  £191  10s.  5d.  on  that  sum. 

“ I and  the  other  arbitrator  had  agreed  on  the  first  settle- 
ment. At  the  defendant’s  request  we  gave  him  another 
hearing.  An  amount  was  mentioned  as  the  plaintiff’s  claim, 
which  I understood  was  admitted  throughout.  I suppose  the 
plaintiff  charged  the  rate  of  interest  agreed  on.  I think 
there  was  no  award  on  the  Berlin  property  except  as  to  man- 
agement ; defendant  claimed  for  management.  We  thought 
it  (his  claim)  too  much,  and  reduced  it.  We  intended  to 
bring  every  thing  to  the  1st  of  September.  If  any  thing 
was  allowed  after  the  submission,  it  must  have  been  on 
account  of  the  defendant  claiming  it;  I do  not  remember  dis- 
tinctly. We  allowed  defendant  £1000  for  seven  years’  man- 
agement of  the  Berlin  property.  Can’t  say  when  they  ended. 


(a)  See  Dowsland  v.  Thompson,  2 W.  Bl.  910. 
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The  rate  of  interest  was  admitted.  The  plaintiff  only  made 
one  claim  against  the  defendant,  at  an  early  stage  of  the 
proceedings,  the  9th  of  April,  1860.  He  made  no  claim 
that  I remember  for  any  thing  else.  (The  claim  is  put  in.) 
The  defendant  took  this  to  copy.” 

The  account  put  in  shewed  that  interest  at  12  per  cent, 
was  added  to  the  principal  in  March,  1860,  and  interest  at 
the  same  rate  added  to  the  whole  sum  of  principal  and 
interest  up  to  the  1st  of  September,  1860,  the  day  on  which 
the  award  stated  the  sum  of  £3249  17s.  8d.  to  be  due  from 
the  defendant. 

The  plaintiff,  Mr.  Fergusson  said,  put  in  his  claim  shewing 
the  principal  and  interest  due  up  to  April.  The  arbitrators 
took  that  sum  as  his  claim,  as  it  were  an  account  stated. 

This  being  the  whole  evidence  given,  the  learned  judge 
stated  his  impression  to  be  that  the  plea  was  not  proved,  for 
that  it  did  not  appear  that  matters  not  submitted  had  been 
awarded  upon,  which  he  took  to  mean  some  matters  arising 
after  the  submission. 

The  charging  interest  upon  interests,  as  had  been  done, 
might,  he  said,  be  a hard  course,  but  could  hardly  be  said 
to  be  new  matter.  He  reserved  leave  to  the  defendant  to 
move  for  a nonsuit,  or  for  a verdict  in  his  favour  upon  the 
first  plea,  and  directed  a verdict  for  the  plaintiff  to  be  entered 
for  the  amount  awarded  and  interest,  £3301  9s.,  together 
with  the  moiety  of  the  costs  of  reference  and  award. 

Cameron , Q.  C.,  obtained  a rule  nisi  to  enter  a verdict  for 
the  defendant.  He  cited  In  re  Morphett,  2 D.  & L.  967. 

Anderson  and  Palmer  shewed  cause,  and  cited  In  re 
Badger,  2 B.  & Al.  691 ; Bignall  v.  Gale,  2 M.  & G.  830. 

The  authorities  cited  upon  the  argument  of  the  demurrer, 
ante,  page  473,  were  also  referred  to. 

Bobinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

We  do  not  think  the  learned  judge  was  wrong  in  holding 
upon  the  trial  that  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Fergusson  did  not 
shew  that  the  arbitrators  had  decided  upon  matters  not  re- 
ferred to  them. 
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Although  the  plea  may  be  taken  to  import,  as  we  think 
it  does,  that  the  arbitrators  exceeded  their  authority  by 
going  into  matters  which  arose  or  occurred  after  the  sub- 
mission, yet  the  plaintiff  having  denied  that  they  did  so,  it 
became  necessary  for  the  defendant  to  prove  it,  and  we  can- 
not say  that  the  evidence  did  establish  it.  The  arbitrators 
in  April,  1860,  it  appears,  had  heard  all  the  plaintiff’s  evi- 
dence, and  were  ready  to  determine  on  the  amount  of  his 
claim.  It  appears  also  that  they  did  not  find  that  the  de- 
fendant disputed  the  plaintiff’s  charge  against  him,  as  it  had 
been  then  made  out  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  arbitrators ; 
that  is,  we  mean,  they  considered  him  to  acquiesce  in  the 
debit  side  of  the  account  brought  in  against  him.  But  the 
defendant  insisted  that  he  had  charges,  or  a charge  of  some 
kind,  against  the  plaintiff,  which  he  desired  further  time  to 
enable  him  to  make  out.  Mr.  Fergusson  stated  that  the 
delay  in  making  up  the  award  till  October  following  was 
owing  to  this  request  of  the  defendant,  to  enable  him  to 
make  out  any  claim  of  his : that  no  additional  claim  was  ad- 
vanced by  the  plaintiff  for  any  thing  that  had  been  trans- 
acted after  the  submission,  still  less  for  any  thing  that  had 
taken  place  between  April  and  October. 

What  is  complained  of,  it  seems,  is  this,  and  nothing 
more,  that  the  arbitrators  carried  forward  interest  upon  the 
sum  which  they  had  found  the  plaintiff  entitled  to  in  April, 
1860,  to  the  1st  of  September,  1860,  at  the  same  rate  of  12 
per  cent,  that  they  had  allowed  when  they  first  struck  the 
balance  between  the  parties.  If  the  defendant  means  to 
find  fault  with  the  rate  of  interest,  which  is  certainly  very 
high,  that  would  be  an  objection  to  the  award  upon  the 
merits,  and  on  which  we  ought  not  to  enter,  for  the  parties 
were  at  liberty  by  law  to  agree  to  any  rate  of  interest  that 
they  chose.  It  is  sworn  by  Mr.  Fergusson  that  he  found 
that  to  be  the  rate  understood  and  acquiesced  in  by  the  de- 
fendant, and  for  all  we  can  tell  there  may  have  been  a just 
reason,  under  the  circumstances,  for  the  plaintiff  exacting 
a rate  of  interest  that  seems  excessive,  though  we  believe 
not  altogether  uncommon.  It  was  for  the  arbitrators  to 
determine  between  them  upon  that  point ; and  they  could 
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allow  also  compound  interest,  if  they  found  it  to  be  right 
according  to  the  course  of  dealing. 

What  the  defendant  we  think  more  certainly  meant  to 
object  to,  was  the  interest  being  carried  forward  to  any 
period  beyond  the  time  of  the  reference  in  February,  1860. 
If  the  allowance  of  interest  upon  a debt  due  must  cease 
from  the  time  of  submission  to  arbitration,  plaintiffs  would 
be  little  inclined  to  settle  their  demands  in  that  manner, 
for  they  would  lose  an  advantage  which  they  certainly  have 
when  they  proceed  at  law  in  a less  amicable  manner.  We 
think  it  is  the  ordinary  course,  where  interest  is  allowed,  to 
carry  it  down  to  the  time  of  making  the  award,  either  ac- 
cording to  the  rate  agreed  upon  by  the  parties,  or,  where 
there  is  no  special  understanding,  according  to  the  rate 
fixed  by  law. 

We  do  not  find  that  it  is  held  to  be  illegal  to  award  inter- 
est upon  the  sum  found  to  be  due  till  it  is  paid ; that  is,  we 
mean  the  common  legal  rate  of  interest,  which  was  in  this 
case  awarded  to  be  paid  from  the  1st  of  September,  1860. 

On  this  matter  of  interest,  we  refer  to  the  cases  of  Morgan 
v.  Mather,  (2  Yes.  Jr.  15,)  Dick  v.  Milligan,  (lb.  23,)  In  re 
Morphett  (2  D.  & L.  978,)  Doe  dem.  Moody  v.  Squire,  (2 
Dowl.  N.  S.  827,)  In  re  Badger,  2 B.  & Al.  691 ; Plummer 
v.  Lee,  (2  M.  & W.  499.) 

If  in  carrying  the  calculation  of  interest  further  than  the 
1st  of  September,  or  even  than  the  time  of  the  submission, 
there  was  wrong  done,  of  which  we  are  not  convinced,  that 
would  not  be  a reason  for  holding  the  award  wholly  void, 
but  only  a reason  for  striking  out  so  mqch  of  the  plaintiff’s 
claim. 

We  are  inclined  to  think  from  the  terms  of  this  award 
that  the  intention  of  the  arbitrators  was  to  leave  the  money 
in  the  defendant’s  hands  so  long  as  he  paid  the  interest, 
but  the  legal  effect  is  to  make  it  payable  on  demand,  at 
least  so  we  suppose. 

We  think  the  defendant  did  not  give  such  evidence  in  sup- 
port of  his  plea  as  would  entitle  us  to  hold  the  award  void 
for  excess  of  authority,  and  therefore  that  this  rule  to  enter 
a verdict  for  the  defendant  should  be  discharged. 

The  parties,  it  seems,  are  nearly  connected,  and  have  been 
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concerned  together  in  business  which  implied  an  intimate 
relation  between  them ; and  the  sum  claimed  by  the  plaintiff 
is  large.  We  therefore  think  it  right  to  allow  the  parties  an 
opportunity  of  going  to  trial  upon  the  truth  of  the  defend- 
ant’s second  plea,  as  well  as  the  truth  of  the  first,  and  we 
grant  a new  trial  upon  payment  by  the  defendant  of  the 
costs  of  the  last  trial,  and  allow  the  plaintiff  to  withdraw 
his  demurrer  and  reply  to  defendant’s  second  plea  or  join 
issue  upon  it,  paying  the  costs  occasioned  by  the  demurrer. 


Lauzeau  v.  Leonard. 

Railtcay — Detention  of  ‘plaintiff  by  conductor , under  18  Vic.,  ch.  176,  Sec.  10 
— Limitation  of  action. 

In  an  action  for  assault  and  false  imprisonment,  it  appeared  that  defend- 
ant, being  conductor  of  a railway  train,  had  detained  the  plaintiff  under 
18  Vic.,  ch.  176,  sec.  12,  to  take  him  before  a magistrate  upon  the  charge 
of  having  obstructed  defendant  in  the  execution  of  his  duty.  Held , 
that  he  was  entitled  to  the  protection  of  the  26th  clause,  and  that  the 
action  having  been  brought  more  than  six  months  after  the  act  com- 
plained of  was  too  late. 

Action  for  assault  and  false  imprisonment. 

Plea,  justifying  as  an  officer  of  the  Great  Western  Railway, 
setting  forth  that  defendant  was  a conductor  of  a railway 
train  on  the  road  between  Hamilton  and  Toronto ; that  the 
plaintiff  wilfully  obstructed  defendant  in  the  execution  of  his 
duty,  contrary  to  the  statute  ; and  that  defendant  thereupon 
detained  him  till  he  could  take  him  before  a justice  of  the 
peace  to  answer  the  charge,  which  are  the  trespasses  com- 
plained of;  and  that  this  occurred  more  than  six  months 
before  this  suit  was  commenced. 

The  plaintiff  admitted  that  this  suit  was  not  commenced 
within  six  months,  but  denied  the  residue  of  the  plea. 

The  facts  on  which  this  action  was  founded  took  place  in 
November,  1858.  This  was  a second  trial  of  the  case.  On 
the  former  trial,  a verdict  was  also  given  for  the  plaintiff,  for 
£50,  which  the  court  found  was  contrary  to  evidence,  and  a 
new  trial  was  in  consequence  granted,  (a)  It  was  also 
urged  then  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover,  for  that 


31 


(a)  Hot  reported. 
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under  the  18  Vic.,  ch.  176,  secs.  10  and  26,  the  action  was 
brought  too  late. 

At  the  second  trial,  at  Hamilton,  before  McLean , J.,  after 
the  plaintiff’s  evidence  was  closed,  defendant  moved  for  a 
nonsuit  on  the  same  ground. 

The  learned  judge  held  that  defendant  was  entitled  to  the 
protection  of  the  statute  18  Vic.,  ch.  176,  for  that  it  was 
clear  he  was  acting  as  an  officer  of  the  railway  company,, 
and  in  the  execution  of  his  duty  as  such,  and  whether 
he  was  strictly  regular  or  reasonable  in  what  he  did  or  not,, 
the  defendant  hethought  was  entitled  to  a verdict  on  theplea. 

The  plaintiff  declined  to  take  a nonsuit,  and  the  case  went 
to  the  jury,  who  found  for  the  plaintiff  £75. 

Irving  obtained  a rule  nisi  for  a new  trial  on  the  ground 
that  the  verdict  was  rendered  against  law  and  evidence,  and 
the  judge’s  charge:  that  the  evidence  and  record  shewed  that 
the  action  was  brought  too  late : and  that  this  was  a case  in 
which  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  the  protection  of  the 
statute : that  the  verdict  was  perverse,  and  the  damages- 
excessive. 

Start  shewed  cause,  and  cited  Bross  v.  Huber,  18  U.  C. 
E.  282. 

Robinson,  C.  J. — The  evidence  upon  this  trial  was  not 
such,  perhaps,  as  shewed  that  the  plaintiff  was  himself  ob- 
structing or  impeding  the  defendant  in  the  execution  of  his 
duty,  though  certainly  some  of  those  examined  as  witnesses 
for  him  on  the  trial  might  reasonablyliave  been  charged 
with  doing  so,  for  they  improperly  interfered  in  what  should 
have  been  left  to  the  defendant  and  the  plaintiff  to  settle, 
and  so  aggravated  the  misunderstanding  in  a manner  that 
might  have  led  to  serious  consequences  to  other  passengers.. 

But  whether  the  plea  which  charged  the  plaintiff  with 
obstructing  and  impeding  the  defendant  in  the  execution  of 
his  duty  was  proved  or  not,  which  is  open  to  consideration 
on  this  rule  upon  the  evidence,  the  defendant  is  still  in  a 
situation  to  claim  the  benefit  of  his  defence,  that  the  action 
was  brought  more  than  six  months  after  the  alleged  tree- 
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passes,  which  in  truth  is  the  defence  his  plea  was  intended 
to  set  up,  the  first  part  of  it  being  merely  introductory. 

I think  the  dameges  were  under  the  circumstances  very 
unreasonable,  though  it  maybe  that  the  defendant,  thinking 
himself  right  at  first  in  rejecting  the  ticket,  may  have  exhi- 
bited more  temper  and  impatience  than  was  prudent  or 
proper,  provoked  probably  by  the  uncalled  for  and  rude 
interference  of  other  passengers. 

But  as  to  the  strictly  legal  question,  whether  the  action 
was  not  brought  too  late,  and  whether  in  consequence  of 
that  the  jury  should  not  have  found  for  the  defendant,  ac- 
cording to  the  direction  given  to  them  by  the  learned  judge 
at  the  trial — upon  that  point,  that  the  action  was  brought 
after  the  six  months  is  undeniable,  and  is  admitted  in  the 
pleadings.  It  cannot  be  said  that  the  defendant  was  not 
acting  in  the  execution  of  the  statute  18  Vic.,  ch.  176,  when 
he  preferred  a complaint  against  the  plaintiff  under  the  10th 
section  of  that  act,  which  complaint  was  acted  upon.  As 
the  officer  in  charge  of  the  train,  it  was  his  duty  to  keep 
order,  and  to  prevent,  and  so  far  as  he  could  to  punish,  a 
violent  opposition  to  his  authority  by  laying  his  complaint 
before  a justice  of  the  peace.  If  he  took  an  unreasonable 
course  when  he  was  opposed,  that  might  place  him  in  the 
wrong,  and  expose  him  to  an  action  in  which  he  might  be 
made  to  pay  damages.  Still  such  action  must  be  brought 
within  the  time  limited  by  the  statute,  for  if  deferred  be- 
yond that  the  defendant  loses  the  advantage  which  the 
statute  was  intended  to  give  him,  and  which  in  such  cases  as 
this  may  often  be  important,  for  it  may  be  possible  after 
a longer  time  to  procure  the  witnesses  yyho  could  prove  what 
were  the  real  facts  of  the  case. 

The  jury  were  rightly  told,  I think,  that  the  defendant 
was  on  that  ground  entitled  to  the  verdict. 

McLean,  J. — This  case  was  tried  before  me  at  the  last 
Hamilton  assizes,  and  the  defendant’s  counsel  objected  that 
the  action  could  not  be  maintained,  being  brought  against  a 
conductor  of  a railway  train  for  an  act  done  by  him  as  such 
while  in  the  discharge  of  his  duty  in  the  service  of  the  Great 
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Western  Kailway  Company,  and  no  notice  of  action  having 
been  given  to  the  defendant  as  required  by  the  statute.  The 
plaintiff’s  counsel  contended  that  it  was  a matter  to  be  sub- 
mitted to  the  jury,  whether  the  act  for  which  the  action  was 
brought  was  in  fact  an  act  done  by  the  defendant  in  the  dis- 
charge of  his  duty,  and  he  refused  to  accept  a nonsuit.  I 
told  the  jury  that  any  person  in  a railway  train  who  inter- 
rupted the  conductor  of  such  train  in  the  discharge  of  his 
duty,  was  liable  to  be  apprehended  and  punished  as  for  a 
misdemeanour  : that  the  plaintiff,  while  a passenger  on  the 
train  of  cars  of  which  the  defendant  was  conductor,  was 
charged  with  having  used  violent  and  threatening  language, 
and  interrupting  the  defendant  while  in  the  discharge  of  his 
duty  as  conductor  of  such  train ; that  it  was  a matter  of 
much  importance,  and  connected  to  a great  extent  with  the 
safety  of  passengers  on  the  railway  trains,  that  the  conduc- 
tors of  these  trains  should  be  allowed  to  attend  to  their 
duties  without  violence  or  threats  from  any  passenger  or 
other  person : that  the  plaintiff  being  charged  with  such 
offence  the  defendant  had  authority  to  arrest  him  and  bring 
him  before  a magistrate  to  answer  for  it ; and  that,  though 
the  magistrate  might  consider  the  charge  not  sustained,  and 
might  discharge  the  plaintiff,  yet  that  the  complaint  being 
made  and  prosecuted  by  the  defendant  in  his  character  as 
railway  conductor,  under  the  sanction  of  an  act  of  parlia- 
ment, he  was  entitled  to  a notice  of  action  six  months  before 
such  action  was  brought,  and  that  without  such  notice  no 
action  could  be  sustained  against  him.  I told  the  jury  that 
the  defendant  must  be  considered  as  having  acted  in  the 
matter  complained  of  in  the  discharge  of  his  duty,  and  that 
he  was  therefore  entitled  to  notice  of  action.  The  jury, 
however,  after  a short  absence  returned  into  court,  and  ren- 
dered a verdict  for  the  plaintiff  and  £75  damages,  being 
£25,  or  half  as  much  again  as  the  verdict  on  the  former  trial 
was  granted  on  account  of  the  utter  disregard  of  the  jury  of 
the  charge  of  the  learned  judge  who  tried  the  cause,  and  I 
must  confess  that  the  same  spirit  appeared  to  me  to  be 
abundantly  manifest  on  the  late  trial. 
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I cnosider  the  verdict  rendered  as  perverse,  and  am  there- 
fore of  opinion  that  a new  trial  must  be  granted  without 
costs. 

Burns,  J.,  concurred. 

Buie  absolute,  without  costs. 


Begina  v.  Miller. 

Collectors  of  customs — Surety  bond — Transfer  of  collector  to  different  ports — 
Effect  of  on  liability  oj  surety — Pleading. 

Sci.  fa.  on  a bond  given  by  defendant  as  surety  for  one  A. , collector  of  cus- 
toms, Defendant  pleaded  that  A.  was  appointed  a collector  of  customs  in 
UpperCanada,  and  was  so  appointed  as  collector  at  the  port  of  B., and  to  no 
other  office  ; that  under  the  statute  he  was  required  to  enter  into  a bond 
with  sureties  for  the  due  performance  of  said  office  and  thereupon  the  de- 
fendant executed  a bond  in  reference  thereto,  as  follows  : — setting  out  the 
bond  at  length.  It  recited  that  A.  had  been  appointed  to  the  office  or  em- 
ployment of  collector  in  her  Majesty’s  customs,  and  the  condition  was 
that  so  long  as  he  should  hold  such  office  he  should  pay  over  all  moneys 
received  by  virtue  thereof.  Defendant  then  alleged  that  the  bond  was 
executed  in  reference  to  said  office  of  collector  at  B.,  and  not  in  respect 
of  any  other  office  or  employment,  and  that  A.,  while  he  held  said  office, 
performed  the  duties,  and  paid  over  all  moneys  received  by  virtue  there- 
of ; that  afterwards  he  resigned  said  office,  and  was  without  defendant’s 
knowledge  or  consont  appointed  collector  for  the  port  of  N.,  and  subse- 
quently for  the  port  of  R.,  at  both  of  which  places  the  moneys  received 
were  mole,  and  the  duties  heavier  than  at  B.  ; and  that  if  any  breach  of 
duty  occurred  on  his  part  it  was  in  respect  of  those  offices,  and  not  of 
his  office  at  B.  aforasaid. 

The  plaintiff  replied  that  collectors  of  customs  were  and  are  appointed 
generally,  and  not  to  any  particular  place  so  that  they  may  be  trans- 
ferred as  the  service  requires  : that  A was  so  appointed  generally,  and 
the  bond  given  in  respect  to  such  appointment  ; that  as  such  collector 
he  was,  without  any  resignation,  transferred  respectively  from  B to  N., 
and  from  thence  to  R , at  which  last-mentioned  port  the  breach  of  duty- 
sued  for  occurred— without  this,  that  he  was  at  the  time  of  giving  said 
bond  appointed  collector  at  B.,  and  not  to  any  other  office,  and  after- 
wards resigned  said  office. 

Held , on  demurrer  to  the  replication,  plea  bad,  for  setting  up  as  a defence 
that  the  bond  was  given  in  respect  to  the  office  of  collector  at  B.  only, 
when,  as  set  out  in  the  plea,  it  was  cl  early  not  so,  but  as  collector  gene- 
rally ; replication  good. 

At  the  trial,  upon  issue  taken  on  the  replication,  A’s  commission  was  put 
in,  dated  the  28th  of  May,  1850,  appointing  him  “ a collector  of  her 
Majesty’s  customs  in  the  Province  of  Canada,”  and  a letter  to  the  defendant 
from  the  customs  department,  of  the  14th  of  May,  informing  him  that  h& 
had  been  appointed  collector  of  customs  at  the  Port  of  Bruce,  and  requi- 
ring him  to  furnish  sureties.  The  bond  was  dated  16th  of  May.  The 
removal  of  A.  to  the  ports  mentioned  in  the  plea  was  proved,  and  that 
he  was  in  default  at  R.  from  whence  he  absconded. 

Held , that  defendant  was  liable  for  such  default. 

This  was  an  action  by  sci.  fa .,  at  the  suit  of  the  Crown,  on  a 
bond  dated  the  16th  of  May,  1850,  given  by  the  defendant* 
as  surety  for  one  Henry  Acton,  collector  of  customs. 
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Defendant  pleaded  that  on  the  16th  of  January,  1851, 
Henry  Acton  was  appointed  to  the  office  or  employment  of  a 
collector  of  her  Majesty’s  customs  in  the  province  of  Upper 
Canada,  and  that  at  the  time  when  the  said  Henry  Acton 
was  so  appointed  to  the  said  office,  he  was  so  appointed  as 
collector  in  her  Majesty’s  customs  at  a particular  port  o1* 
lake  Huron,  known  as  the  Bruce  mines,  and  not  to  any  other 
office  or  employment  wdiatever  in  her  Majesty’s  customs ; and 
thereupon,  in  pursuance  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and 
provided,  and  the  regulations  from  time  to  time  therefore 
made  by  the  Governor  in  council  of  the  said  province,  and 
by  the  principal  officer  or  officers  or  person  or  persons  in  the 
department  to  which  the  said  Henry  Acton  was  so  appointed 
the  said  Henry  Acton  was  required  to  enter  a bond,  with 
two  sufficient  sureties,  to  her  Majesty,  her  heirs  and  suc- 
cessors, for  the  due  performance  of  the  duties  of  the  said 
office,  under  the  terms  and  on  the  conditions  thereinafter 
mentioned  and  set  forth ; and  thereupon  the  said  Henry  Acton, 
and  the  said  defendant  and  one  William  Bettridge,  did  enter 
into  a bond  to  our  Sovereign  Lady  the  Queen  in  reference  to 
the  said  office,  and  for  the  due  discharge  of  the  duties  thereof, 
and  which  said  bond  and  conditions  are  in  the  words  and 
figures  and  to  the  effect  following,  that  is  to  say  : 

The  bond  was  set  out  at  length;  the  principal,  said  Henry 
Acton,  being  bound  in  £500,  and  defendant  and  B.,  another 
surety,  in  £250  each.  It  recited  the  4 & 5 Vic.,  ch.  91,  sec. 
1,  by  which  persons  appointedto  any  civil  office  are  required 
to  give  security  by  bond  in  such  form  and  with  such  sufficient 
surety  or  sureties  as  shall  be  approved  by  the  Governor  of 
this  province,  &c.,  for  the  due  performance  of  the  trust 
reposed  in  them,  and  for  the  duly  accounting  for  of  all  public 
moneys  entrusted  to  them,  or  placed  under  their  control ; and 
that  the  said  Henry  Acton  had  been  appointed  to  the  office 
or  employment  of  a collector  in  her  Majesty’s  customs,  and 
had  with  his  said  sureties  entered  into  the  said  above  obliga- 
tion, in  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  the  said  act.  The 
condition  was  then,  declared  to  be  (in  substance)  such,  that  it 
the  said  above  bounden  principal,  so  appointed  to  the  said 
office  or  employment  aforesaid,  should,  so  long  as  he  should 
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hold  such  office  or  employment,  or  be  or  remain  charged  with 
the  actual  discharge  of  the  duties  thereof,  well,  truly  and 
faithfully  account  for,  pay  over,  and  deliver  to  the  proper 
officer  appointed  in  that  behalf,  all  moneys,  securities  for 
money,  and  all  other  property  that  he  should  or  might  from 
time  to  timereceive  as  the  holder  of  such  office  or  employment 
or  as  the  person  charged  with  the  actualdischarge  of  the  duties 
thereof,  or  that  should  or  might  come  to  or  be  placed  in  his 
hands,  or  within  or  under  his  power  or  control,  by  virtue  of 
such  office  or  employment,  or  of  his  being  so  charged  with 
the  actual  discharge  of  the  duties  thereof,  or  which  belonging 
to  her  Majesty,  her  heirs  or  successors,  should  or  might  in 
any  other  manner,  or  by  any  other  means  whatsoever,  during 
dhe  time  aforesaid,  come  to  or  be  placed  in  his  hands,  or 
within  or  under  his  control,  &c. ; and  should,  within  the 
respective  periods  duly  appointed  for  that  purpose,  render 
true  and  complete  account  of  all  his  receipts  and  payments 
for  or  on  account  of,  or  in  any  wise  relating  to  or  affecting  his 
said  office  or  employment ; and  should  observe  the  rules  duly 
made  for  the  conduct  of  his  said  office,  and  should  at  all  times 
during  the  time  aforesaid,  in  all  other  matters  and  things 
whatsoever,  faithfully,  honestly,  and  diligently  and  carefully 
do,  perform,  fulfil  and  discharge  all  and  singular  such  other 
duties  as  by  competent  authority  then  were  or  thereafter 
should  or  might  be  attached  to  the  said  office  or  employ- 
ment, and  should  on  ceasing  to  fill  the  said  office  or  employ- 
ment deliver  to  his  successor,  or  any  other  person  properly 
appointed  to  receive  the  same,  all  books,  &c.,  relating  to  his 
said  office,  then  the  obligation  should  be  void. 

And  the  defendant  further  said  that  the  said  bond  was 
given  and  executed  by  the  said  Henry  Acton,  and  the  defen- 
dant and  the  said  B.,  in  reference  to  and  in  respect  of  the 
said  office  of  collector  of  Her  Majesty’s  customs  at  the  Bruce 
Mines,  and  not  in  respect  of  any  other  office  or  employment 
whatsoever:  that  after  the  said  appointment  to  said  office 
the  said  Henry  Acton  entered  upon  the  duties  of  the  said 
office,  and  during  all  the  while  he  held  the  said  office,  or 
exercised  the  duties  thereof,  did  well  and  truly  observe,  per- 
orm  and  keep  all  and  singular  the  articles, clauses, pajunents, 
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conditions,  and  agreements  in  the  said  bond  and  the  condi- 
tion thereof  specified,  in  all  things  on  his  part  to  be  observed, 
performed,  fulfilled,  and  kept,  according  to  the  tenor  and 
effect  of  the  said  bond  and  condition.  And  that  the  said 
Henry  Acton  did  after  the  making  of  said  bond  and  condi- 
tion, and  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  from  time  to 
time,  and  at  all  times,  so  long  as  he  held  the  said  office  or 
employment,  or  was  or  remained  charged  with  the  actual 
discharge  of  the  duties  thereof,  well,  truly,  and  faithfully 
account  for  and  pay  over,  &c.,  to  the  principal  officer  of  the 
department,  &e.,  all  moneys,  securities  for  money,  and  other 
property  that  he,  the  said  Henry  Acton,  did  from  time  to 
time  receive  as  the  holder  of  such  office  or  employment,  or 
as  the  person  charged  with  the  actual  discharge  of  the  duties 
thereof,  or  that  came  to  or  were  placed  within  his  hands,  or 
within  or  under  his  power  or  control,  by  virtue  of  such  office 
or  employment,  or  of  his  being  so  charged  with  the  actual 
discharge  of  the  duties  thereof,  or  which  belonging  to  Her 
Majesty  in  any  other  manner,  or  by  any  other  means  what- 
soever, during  the  time  aforesaid,  came  to  or  were  placed  in 
his  hands,  or  within  or  under  his  power  or  control;  and  did, 
within  the  respective  periods  then  or  thereafter  limited  and 
appointed  for  that  purpose  by  competent  authority,  render 
true  and  complete  accounts,  &c.,  of  all  his  receipts  and  pay- 
ments for  or  on  account  of  or  in  anywise  relating  to  or  affect- 
ing his  said  office  or  employment ; and  also  did  during  the 
times  aforesaid,  well  and  truly  obey  and  keep  all  the  laws, 
rulestand  regulations,  and  instructions  by  competent  author- 
ity then  or  thereafter  made,  or  which  were  in  force  for  the 
conduct,  management,  or  regulation  of  the  said  office  or 
employment,  or  for  the  prescribing,  assigning,  or  pointing 
out  the  duties  thereof,  and  also  did  during  the  time  afore- 
said in  all  other  matters  and  things  whatsoever  faithfully, 
honestly,  diligently,  and  carefully  do,  perform,  fulfil,  and 
discharge  all  and  singular  such  other  duties  as  by  compe- 
tent authority  then  were  or  thereafter  were  attached  to  the 
said  office  or  employment ; and  the  said  Henry  Acton  did 
moreover,  on  his  ceasing  to  fill  the  said  office  or  employment 
deliver  over  to  his  successor  the  books,  &c.,  relating  to  the 
business  of  said  office, 
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And  the  defendant  further  said  that  after  the  said  Henry 
Acton  had  held  and  exercised  the  said  office  and  employment, 
from  the  time  when  he  was  so  appointed  as  aforesaid  until 
the  16th  of  May,  1858,  he  resigned  and  vacated  the  said 
office  and  employment,  and  thenceforth  ceased  to  fill  the  said 
office  and  employment ; and  that  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the 
day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  the  said  Henry  Acton  was, 
without  the  knowledge,  privity,  or  consent  of  the  said  defen- 
dant, appointed  by  our  Sovereign  Lady  the  Queen,  or  by  the 
Governor  or  person  administering  her  government  of  this 
province,  or  by  the  head  of  the  department  to  which  the  said 
office  or  employment  belonged,  to  the  office  or  employment 
of  a collector  in  Her  Majesty’s  customs  for  the  port  of 
Napanee,  in  the  county  of  Lennox,  and  continued  to  hold 
and  exercise  the  said  office  and  employment  without  the 
knowledge,  privity,  or  consent  of  the  defendant,  until,  to 
wit,  the  16th  of  May,  1855,  when  he  ceased  to  fill  the  said 
last  mentioned  office  and  employment ; and  was  afterwards, 
to  wit  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  and  without  the 
knowledge,  privity,  or  consent  of  the  defendant  as  such 
security  as  aforesaid,  or  otherwise,  apppointed  by  &c.,  to  the 
office  or  employment  of  a collector  in  her  Majesty’s  customs 
atPortBowan,inthe  county  of  Norfolk,  and  that  he  continued 
to  hold  and  exercise  the  said  office  and  employment,  without 
the  knowledge,  privity,  or  consent  of  the  defendant,  as  surety 
as  aforesaid  or  otherwise. 

The  defendant  then  alleged,  that  in  the  first  mentioned 
office,  of  collector  at  Bruce  Mines,  the  moneys  which  could 
or  did  come  into  the  hands  of  the  said  Henry  Aton  were  of 
small  amount,  and  the  duties  of  the  said  office  were  such  as  he 
could  reasonably  perform  ; but  that  in  the  other  two  offices 
such  moneys  were  of  much  larger  amount, and  the  duties  more 
laborious,  and  such  as  he  was  not  capable  of  performing  ; 
and  that  if  any  breach  of  duty  on  the  part  of  the  said  Henry 
Acton  did  occur,  or  any  loss  or  damage  to  our  Sovereign 
Lady  the  Queen  ever  accrued  in  respect  thereof,  or  by  or 
through  the  said  Henry  Acton,  it  was  in  respect  of  the  said 
office  and  employment  as  aforesaid  at  the  said  port  of  Napa- 
nee, or  in  respect  of  the  said  office  and  employment  as  afore- 
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said  at  Port  Rowan  aforesaid,  or  at  both  of  the  said  last 
mentioned  places,  and  not  in  respect  of  the  said  office  or 
employment  at  the  Brnce  mines  as  aforesaid  : 

Replication , that  collectors  of  customs  and  other  officers  in 
Her  Majesty’s  customs,  in  and  for  the  province  of  Canada, 
were,  on  the  said  16th  of  January,  1850,  and  still  are  by  com- 
mission appointed  generally  to  Her  Majesty’s  said  customs, 
and  not  for  any  particular  port  or  place  in  the  said  province,  in 
order  that  the  said  officers  may  be  transferred  from  port  to 
port  as  required  by  the  public  service  : that  Henry  Acton, 
in  the  said  plea  mentioned,  was  so  appointed  on  the  said 
day  and  that  his  said  bond  in  the  said  plea  mentioned  was 
given  in  respect  of  his  said  appointment  to  the  office  of  a 
collector  of  customs  generally,  and  not  the  collector  of  cus- 
toms at  Bruce  Mines,  in  the  said  plea  mentioned,  or  any 
other  particular  port  or  place  : that  he  was,  as  such  collec- 
tor of  customs,  on  the  days  and  times  in  the  said  plea  mention- 
ed, as  required  by  the  public  service,  by  the  proper  authority 
in  that  behalf,  and  without  any  resignation  by  him  of  any 
such  office,  transferred  respectively  from  the  port  of  Bruce 
Mines  to  the  port  of  Napanee,  and  from  thence  transferred 
to  Port  Rowan,  at  which  last  mentioned  port  the  breach  of 
duty  in  respect  of  which  this  proceeding  by  writ  of  scire 
facias  isinstituted  arose  and  occurred;  without  this,  that  the 
said  Henry  Acton  was,  at  the  time  of  the  giving  of  the  said 
bond,  appointed  to  the  office  of  collector  of  customs  at  the 
port  of  Bruce  Mines,  and  not  to  any  other  office  or  employ- 
ment whatsoever  in  Her  Majesty’s  customs,  and  afterwards 
resigned  the  said  office  of  collector  of  customs  at  the  port  of 
Bruce  Mines,  as  in  the  said  plea  alleged. 

Defendant  demurred  to  this  replication,  on  the  following 
grounds:  — 1.  That  the  matters  alleged  if  true  are  no 
answer  in  law  to  the  defendant’s  plea.  2.  That  the  matters 
set  forth  in  the  inducement  do  not  amount  in  substance  to  a 
sufficient  denial  of  the  allegations  in  the  defendant’s  plea. 
8.  Because  the  matters  set  forth  in  the  inducement  amount 
to  a direct  denial  of  matters  intended  to  be  traversed,  and 
which  are  alleged  in  the  said  plea,  and  not  to  an  indirect 
denial  thereof.  4.  Because  the  said  commission  and  appoint 
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ment  of  the  said  Henry  Acton  is  not  set  forth  in  said  repli- 
cation, or  the  date,  contents  or  particulars  thereof,  with 
reasonable  or  sufficient  certainty.  5.  Because  the  particular 
condition  or  conditions  in  respect  of  which  it  is  alleged  the 
said  bond  has  become  forfeited,  or  the  nature  or  amount  of 
the  damages  claimed  in  respect  thereof,  is  not  shewn  in  said 
replication ; also,  because  the  said  replication  is  in  other 
respects  uncertain,  informal  and  insufficient,  and  does  not 
conclude  to  the  country. 

The  plaintiff  joined  in  demurrer,  and  gave  notice  of  the 
following  exceptions  to  the  plea  : — that  it  appears  from  the 
bond  sued  on  and  set  out  in  the  said  plea,  and  the  recitals 
and  condition  thereof,  that  the  appointment  of  Henry  Acton 
therein  named  was  a general  one,  as  collector  of  customs  of 
Canada,  and  not  restricted  to  any  particular  port.  That 
the  condition  of  the  bond  is  also  general  in  its  language  and 
operation,  and  that  the  plea  attempts  to  introduce  paro^ 
evidence  to  vary,  add  to,  contradict  or  restrict  the  said 
bond ; and  that  the  defence  attempted  to  be  set  up  by  said 
plea  is  based  upon  such  parol  variation  and  restriction.  That 
the  plea  constitutes  no  defence  to  the  action,  as  it  does  not 
shew  that  the  defendant  in  any  way  put  an  end  to  his  liability 
■as  surety  for  said  Acton,  by  giving  notice  of  his  desire  so  to 
do,  as  provided  in  that  behalf  by  statute;  and  that  the  bond 
deing  general  in  its  provisions,  extends  to  all  defaults  by 
bhe  said  Henry  Acton  as  such  collector  of  customs  at  any 
port  or  place  in  Canada,  and  renders  defendant  liable  for 
all  such  defaults  until  he  puts  an  end  to  his  responsibility  by 
giving  such  notice  as  the  statute  points  out,  or  in  such  other 
way  as  the  law  allows,  which  is  not  shewn  to  have  been 
done  in  this  case. 

R.  A.  Harrison , for  the  Crown,  cited  Consol.  Stats.  C., 
chaps.  12,  16 ; Shelley  v.  Wright,  Willes  9 ; Lainson  v. 
Tremere,  1 A.  & E.  792  ; Bowman  v.  Taylor,  2 A.  & E.  278  ; 
Stephen  on  Pig.  165 ; Guardians  of  the  Poor  of  Portsea 
Union  v.  Whillier,  2 L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  211. 

Eccles,  Q.  C.,  contra,  cited  Mayor,  &c.,  of  Berwick-upon- 
Tweed  v.  Oswald,  BE.  & B.  658  ; Evans  v.  Bremridge,  2 Jur. 
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N.  S.  311 ; Mayor  of  Cambridge  v.  Dennis,  5 Jar.  N.  S. 
265;  Bank  of  Toronto  v.  Wilmot,  19  U.  C.  R.  73  ; Burge 
on  Suretyship,  113,  115,  214,  216. 

Robinson,  C.  J. — In  our  opinion  we  must  hold  the  de- 
fendant’s plea  to  be  bad,  in  stating,  as  it  does,  that  the  bond 
sued  on  “ was  given  and  executed  by  Acton  in  reference  to 
and  in  respect  of  the  said  office  of  collector  of  Her  Majesty’s 
customs  at  the  Bruce  Mines,  and  not  in  respect  of  any  other 
office  or  employment  whatsoever;”  when  by  the  bond  and 
the  recital,  as  set  out  in  the  plea,  it  was  manifest  that  the 
bond  was  given  in  reference  to  the  appointment  of  collector 
in  Her  Majesty’s  customs  generally,  and  without  any  refer- 
ence to  the  port  of  Bruce  Mines  in  particular,  or  to  any 
other  port ; and  also  in  the  commencement  of  the  plea  itself, 
the  defendant  stated  that  the  appointment  was  to  the  office 
of  a collector  of  Her  Majesty’s  customs  in  the  province  of 
Upper  Canada.  If  by  the  subsequent  statement — that  the 
bond  given  and  executed  expressly  in  reference  to  the  office  of 
a collector  of  Her  Majesty’s  customs  in  Upper  Canada,  “ was 
given  and  executed  in  reference  to  and  in  respect  of  the  office 
of  collector  of  Her  Majesty’s  custom  at  the  Bruce  Mines, 
and  not  in  respect  of  any  other  employment  or  office  what- 
soever— the  defendant  means  only  that  the  Bruce  Mines  was 
the  port  at  which  the  government  intended  at  first  to  employ 
him,  and  that  in  consequence  of  that  intention  and  under- 
standing, the  undertaking  of  these  sureties  must  be  held  to  be 
limited  to  any  thing  done  or  omitted  by  Acton  while  he  was 
stationed  at  Bruce  Mines,  though  the  appointment  made  him 
an  officer  of  the  department  generally,  then,  by  so  pleading, 
the  defendant  is  attempting  to  set  up  an  alleged  intention  or 
understanding  which  may  have  been  manifested,  at  if  all,  only 
verbally,  or  in  some  way  by  parol,  against  the  express  terms 
of  the  bond  itself,  and  set  out  in  the  plea. 

Evidence  of  surrounding  circumstances  may  no  doubt  be 
received,  in  order  to  apply  what  could  not  otherwise  have 
any  certain  application,  or  to  enable  us  to  give  the  proper 
interpretation  to  something  improperly  expressed,  and  some- 
times to  shew  that  that  could  not  have  been  meant  which 
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we  might  otherwise  suppose  to  have  been  meant ; but  where 
the  sealed  instrument  or  other  writing  is  full,  explicit,  and 
plain,  it  cannot  be  narrowed  in  its  application  by  alleging 
that  something  less  was  meant  by  the  party  who  executed 
the  instrument  than  is  expressed  in  it. 

For  instance,  if  Acton  had  by  his  commission  been  made 
collector  of  customs  at  Port  Bruce,  as  the  defendant  alleges 
in  one  place,  though  he  says  otherwise  in  another,  the  de- 
fendant, if  he  had  been  surety  in  regard  to  such  office,  could 
not  be  allowed  to  say  that  he  only  became  surety  in  refer- 
ence to  and  in  respect  of  any  moneys  which  Acton  might  re- 
ceive for  duties  upon  goods  imported  from  England  alone, 
or  upon  goods  imported  from  the  United  States  alone,  or 
upon  certain  descriptions  of  merchandise  only,  when  the 
appointment  of  the  defendant  as  recited  in  the  bond,  and  as 
admitted  in  the  plea,  was  to  receive  duties  generally,  and 
when  the  bond  was  consistent  with  the  appointment. 

If  the  government  could  legally  appoint  Acton  to  be  a 
collector  of  customs  for  Upper  Canada,  not  restricting  his 
duty  to  any  particular  port,  and  if  they  did  so  appoint  him, 
and  if  the  defendant,  seeing  that  he  was  so  appointed,  be* 
came  surety  in  a bond  for  the  due  discharge  of  his  duties 
under  that  commission,  he  can  as  little  set  up  that  he  was 
not  answerable  for  any  breach  of  a duty  which  came  within 
the  scope  of  the  appointment,  or,  in  the  words  used  in  the 
plea,  that  he  gave  and  executed  the  bond  in  respect  to  some- 
thing less  than  that  which  the  bond  plainly  imports. 

The  defendant,  by  what  he  says  of  the  appointment  at 
the  beginning  of  the  plea,  taken  in  connection  with  the 
recitals  in  the  bond  executed  by  himself,  and  set  out  by 
himself  in  the  record,  can  only,  we  think,  be  understood  to 
mean  in  effect,  that  after  Acton  had  been  made  a collector  of 
customs  generally,  the  government  employed  him  in  the  first 
place  at  Bruce  Mines,  and  that  that  fact  alone  entitled  the  de- 
fendant to  say  that  collector  of  customs  at  Bruce  Mines  was 
the  office  which  he  held  and  no  other ; and  that  the  defend- 
ant’s liability  as  his  surety  ceased  when  he  was  sent  to  another 
port,  though  his  appointment  by  commission  made  him  a 
collector  in  the  department  generally,  and  though  the  defen- 
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dant,  with  knowledge  of  that  fact,  became  liable  for  him  in  * 
terms  co-extensive  with  his  duties  under  his  commission.  . 

If,  however,  we  construe  the  plea  too  strictly,  and  if  it  , 
should  be  thought  that,  notwithstanding  all  that  appears  on 
the  face  of  the  plea,  we  are  at  liberty  to  understand  that  the 
defendant  means  by  it  that  Acton  was  already  made  by  liis 
commission  collector  of  customs  for  the  port  of  Bruce  Mines, 
and  for  no  other  place,  and  that  notwithstanding  the  terms  , 
of  the  bond  which  he  executed  he  could  be  permitted  to  assert 
that  such  were  the  terms  of  his  public  appointment,  then  we 
might,  we  think,  hold  the  plea  to  be  good,  for  the  defendant 
does  aver  that  Acton  performed  all  that  according  to  the 
bond  could  be  incumbent  on  him  while  he  continued  collector 
at  Port  Bruce ; though  possibly  a critical  comparison  of  the 
terms  in  which  performance  is  averred  with  the  very  com- 
prehensive language  of  the  conditions  themselves,  as  set  , 
forth  in  the  plea,  might  shew  that  the  defendant  has  not 
relieved  himself  from  the  obligation  of  the  bond  by  clearly 
and  completely  setting  forth  a performance  of  the  conditions. 

But  supposing  for  a moment  that  we  could  hold  the  plea 
sufficient  in  substance,  is  the  replication,  which  is  demurred 
to,  a good  answer  to  it  ? We  think  it  is,  for  it  denies  the 
truth  of  the  case  set  up  by  the  defendant,  and  the  appoint- 
ment of  Acton  was  confined  to  the  port  of  Bruce  Mines,  and 
avers  that  the  appointment  was  no  other  than  is  recited  in 
the  bond  executed  by  the  defendant,  as  set  out  by  him  in  his 
plea.  It  traversed  also  the  resignation  of  office  alleged  in 
the  plea,  and  thus  takes  away  all  the  foundation  for  the  de- 
fence set  up. 

The  defendant  indeed  appeared  to  rely  chiefly  upon  his 
objection  to  the  replication,  that  it  did  not  set  forth  any 
breach  of  the  condition.  But  was  that  necessary?  The 
9tatute  8 & 9 William  III.,  ch.,  11,  sec.  8,  respecting  as- 
signment or  suggestion  of  breaches  does  not  apply  to  the 
Crown. (a)  This  has  been  always  so  held. 

Then  we  have  here  a proceeding  by  scire  facias  to  enforce 
a bond.  The  defendant,  to  relieve  himself  from  the  obliga- 

(a)  See  Rex  v.  Peto,  1 Y.  & J.  171 ; Manning’s  Exchequer  Practice,  141 

note  c. 
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tion,  sets  forth  the  bond,  with  a view  to  averring  perform- 
ance of  its  condition,  and  the  question  is  whether  he  has 
well  pleaded  performance,  for  if  so  then  the  effect  of  his 
plea  is  to  avoid  the  bond  and  make  it  no  longer  binding. 

We  think  he  has  only  pleaded  performance  of  the  condi- 
tion in  the  sense  in  which  he  would  have  us  understand  it : 
that  is,  that  Acton  was  only  collector  for  the  Port  of  Bruce 
Mines,  that  the  defendant  only  became  surety  for  him  as 
collector  for  that  port,  and  that  Acton  complied  with  all  the 
conditions  of  the  bond  while  he  was  collector  of  Port  Bruce^ 
and  has  performed  all  that  was  incumbent  on  him  as  such 
collector.  Now,  independently  of  the  question  whether  the 
plea  in  which  performance  is  so  pleaded  is  a good  plea,  the 
plaintiff  in  his  replication  wholly  denies  the  truth  of  the 
defendant’s  allegation  respecting  Acton’s  appointment  and 
duties  being  limited  in  the  manner  stated,  and  it  is  upon  this 
that  the  plea  of  performance  rests.  If  either  the  plea  is  bad, 
or  if  the  answer  to  it  be  good  in  law,  then  the  defendant  is 
in  the  same  situation  as  if  he  pleaded  nothing  to  avoid  the 
bond,  and  so  the  Crown  will  be  entitled  to  judgment,  as  we 
think  the  case  is. 

Several  cases  were  cited  by  the  defendant’s  counsel  upon 
the  effect  of  a change  in  the  office  held,  or  in  the  tenure  of 
the  office,  made  by  law  or  otherwise  after  the  execution  of 
the  surety  bond  in  this  or  any  other  such  case.  We  have  not 
remarked  on  them,  because  we  have  no  doubt  that  if  it  had 
been  well  pleaded,  and  was  not  denied,  that  the  defendant 
became  surety  for  Acton  only  while  he  was  collector  for 
Bruce  Mines,  or  for  what  he  did  or  omitted  while  he  was 
such  collector,  our  judgment  ought  to  be  for  the  defendant. 

It  is  material,  in  reference  to  the  question  brought  up  by 
this  demurrer,  to  consider  that  thenature  of  the  appointment 
of  Acton  to  the  office  of  collector  of  customs  within  the 
province  generally,  and  without  confining  his  office  or  duties 
to  any  particular  port  otherwise  than  as  the  government  may 
in  their  discretion  choose  to  employ  him  at  one  place  or 
another  during  his  tenure  of  office,  appears  to  be  quite  con- 
sistent with  the  statute  in  force  at  the  time  of  this  appoint- 
ment, 8 Vic.,  ch.  4,  secs.  3,  5,  6,  and  7 ; and  that  was  a 
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public  statute ; the  defendant  must  be  supposed  to  have 
known  it,  and  to  have  contracted  with  the  knowledge  that 
the  collector  could  be  appointed  in  the  form  in  which  he 
was,  and  would  be  subject  to  be  employed  where  the  govern- 
ment should  think  fit. 

Judgment  for  the  Crown  on  demurrer. 


Besides  demurring  to  the  replication  the  defendant  took 
issue  upon  it,  and  the  case  came  on  for  trial  at  Toronto, 
before  Richards , J. 

An  exemplification  of  Acton’s  commission  was  put  in, 
dated  the  28th  of  May,  1850,  by  which  it  appear  that  his 
appointment  was  “ to  be  a collector  of  Her  Majesty’s  cus- 
toms in  the  province  of  Canada.” 

It  was  proved  that  prior  to  1850  the  commissions  were  in  a 
different  form,  being  restricted  to  a particular  port,  but  that 
since  the  end  of  1849  they  had  been  general  in  form,  being 
altered  by  the  proper  authorities,  to  enable  the  transfer  of 
the  officers  from  port  to  port  without  any  new  appointment. 

On  the  14th  of  May,  1850,  the  following  letter  was  written 
from  the  office  of  the  Commissioner  of  Customs  to  Acton, 
acquainting  him  with  his  appointment  as  collector  of  cus- 
toms at  Bruce  Mines  : 

“ Inspector  General’s  Office, 
“ Customs  Department. 

“ Toronto,  14th  May,  1850. 

“ Sir, — I have  the  honour,  by  command,  to  acquaint  you 
that  the  Governor-General  has  been  pleased  to  confer  on  you 
the  appointment  of  collector  of  customs,  port  of  Bruce,  with 
a salary  of  ^£75  per  annum. 

You  will  be  required  to  furnish  sureties,  in  the  sum  of 
<£500  yourself,  and  two  others  in  £250  each,  and  you  will 
at  your  earliest  convenience  furnish  me  with  the  names  of 
the  parties  you  propose  to  offer,  in  order  that  the  same  may 
be  submitted  for  His  Excellency’s  approval. 

“ Upon  the  execution  of  the  bonds,  and  the  transmission 
of  the  usual  fee  of  £8  5s.,  cy.,  to  T.  D.  Harrington,  Esq.f 
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chief  clerk  of  fees,  secretary’s  office,  your  commission  will 
issue. 

“ I have  the  honor  to  be,  Sir, 

“Your  most  obedient  servant, 

“ J.  W.  Dunscomb.” 

“Henry  Acton,  Esq., 

“ Woodstock,  C.  W.” 

The  bond  was  dated  16th  of  May,  1850. 

On  the  17th  of  June,  1850,  Acton  arrived  at  Bruce 
Mines,  and  remained  there  until  the  4th  of  April,  1858, 
when  he  was  transferred  to  Napanee,  and  on  the  19th  of 
September,  1856,  he  was  appointed  to  Port  Rowan,  from 
whence  he  absconded  some  time  in  1859,  leaving  a balance 
of  $725.20  unaccounted  for. 

Both  of  these  appointments  were  spoken  of,  in  the  let- 
ters notifying  Acton  of  them,  as  promotions,  and  the  sal- 
aries attached  to  them  were,  at  Napanee  .£125,  and  at  Port 
Rowan  £175,  per  annum. 

A verdict  was  taken  for  the  crown  for  £250,  subject  to  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  and  the  question  was  whether  after  the 
promotions  of  Acton,  without  any  new  bond,  the  defendant 
could  beheld  liable  for  the  default  at  Port  Rowan, to  which  up- 
on the  argument  the  counselfor  the  Crown  confined  the  claim. 

The  demurrer  and  special  case  were  argued  together, 
and  the  authorities  cited  are  given  at  page  491. 

Robinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

First,  did  the  defendant  prove  his  plea  ? He  did  not,  we 
think,  for  he  did  not  show  that  the  collector,  Acton,  was 
appointed  collector  for  the  particular  port  known  as  the 
Bruce  Mines,  “ and  not  to  any  other  office  or  employment 
whatever  in  her  Majesty’s  customs.” 

On  the  contrary,  it  was  proved  by  the  production  of  his 
commission  that  he  was  appointed  collector  of  customs  in  the 
province  of  Canada , without  reference  to  any  port  or  place 
in  particular.  And  such  mode  of  appointment  was  in  con- 
" formity  to  the  then  existing  law,  8 Vic.,  ch.  4,  and  placed 
kim,  under  the  provision  of  that  act,  at  the  disposal  of  the 
32  16  q.  b.,  u.  c. 
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government  as  a revenve  officer  wherever  they  might  think 
proper  to  send  him. 

Again,  it  is  not  true,  as  pleaded,  Pat  in  pursuance  of  the 
statute,  or  the  regulations  of  the  government,  Acton  was 
required  to  give  security  in  the  terms  expressed  in  the  bond 
for  the  due  performance  of  the  duties  “ of  the  said  office ,”  if 
by  the  said  office  is  meant  collector  of  customs  at  Bruce 
Mines  only. 

The  bond  was  executed  on  the  16th  of  May,  1850.  The 
commission  could  not  be  legally  issued  under  the  statute 
till  after  security  had  been  given.  It  was  issued  in  fact  on 
the  28th  of  May,  1850. 

The  only  ground  that  the  defendant  has  for  stating  that 
Acton  was  appointed  collector  at  “ Bruce  Mines,”  as  the 
plea  states,  is  that  on  the  14th  of  May,  1850,  a letter  was 
written  to  him  by  some  one  from  the  customs  department, 
informing  him  that  the  Governor-General  had  conferred 
upon  him  “ the  appointment  of  collector  of  customs  (Port  of 
Bruce)  with  a salary  of  £75  per  annum,”  and  calling  upon 
him  to  find  securities,  himself  in  £500,  and  two  sureties  in 
£250  each,  at  his  earliest  convenience.  And  he  was  told 
that  his  commission  would  issue  on  the  transmission  of  the 
bond  after  his  sureties  had  been  approved. 

Any  persons  ignorant  of  what  the  law  was,  and  omitting  to 
enquire,  might  understand  from  this  that  Acton  would  neces- 
sarily be  appointed  collector  for  the  place  mentioned  in  this 
letter,  and  might  in  fact  infer  that  if  he  should  be  appointed 
he  would  be  employed  at  Port  Bruce  and  no  where  else,  but 
all  persons  were  bound  to  know  that  the  act  8 Vic.,  ch.  4, 
enabled  the  government,  under  whatever  name  he  might 
be  appointed,  to  employ  him  as  they  thought  fit. 

Then  we  cannot  say  in  a court  of  law  that  the  bond  sued 
upon  was  given  and  executed,  as  the  plea  avers,  in  reference 
to  and  in  respect  of  the  office  of  collector  at  Bruce  Mines, 
when  in  truth  and  in  fact  we  see  by  the  bond  itself  that  it 
was  given  and  executed  in  respect  of  the  office  of  collector 
of  customs  in  Canada,  with  nothing  expressed  in  it  about 
Bruce  Mines. 

Nor  can  it  be  said  that  the  defendant  proved  that  he  had 
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performed  all  the  conditions  of  the  bond,  which  are  general, 
when  it  was  shewn  that  being,  as  the  bond  states  a collector 
of  customs , he  had  not  accounted  for  moneys  received  by 
him  as  collector  at  Port  Rowan,  which  moneys  he  had  under 
his  appointment  a legal  right  to  collect ; nor  was  it  proved 
that  he  had  paid  over  and  accounted  for  all  moneys  belong- 
ing to  Her  Majesty  received  by  Acton  by  virtue  of  his 
office,  “or  which  in  any  other  manner,  or  by  any  other 
means  whatsoever,  during  the  time  aforesaid,  came  to  or 
were  placed  within  his  hands,  or  under  his  power  or  control.” 
This  is  what  the  defendant  undertook  he  should  do,  but  it 
was  proved  that  while  he  was  collector  at  Port  Rowan  he 
was  considerably  in  default, 

The  plea  moreover  does  not  assert  that  Action  committed 
no  breach  of  his  duty  as  collector  at  Port  Rowan,  but  that, 
if  he  did  commit  any  breach  of  duty,  it  was  either  there  or 
at  Napanee,  and  not  at  the  Bruce  Mines. 

The  condition  of  the  bond  is  broken  if  he  failed  to  pay 
over  and  account  for  public  moneys  which  came  to  his  hands 
in  any  manner,  or  were  by  any  means  placed  under  his 
control. 

It  is  hardly  necessary  to  consider  further  whether  the 
plaintiff  did  or  did  not  prove  bis  replication,  but  it  appears 
to  us  that  he  did,  to  such  an  extent  as  to  leave  the  plea 
unsupported  by  evidence  so  far  as  was  necessary  to  make 
it  a valid  defence. 

The  defendant,  we  think,  under  the  condition  of  his  bond 
was  liable  for  the  default  of  Acton  at  Port  Rowan,  after  he 
had  been  collector  at  Bruce  mines. 


Judgment  for  the  Crown. 
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Kesteven  et  al.  v.  Gooderham  et  al. 

Compulsory  reference — Time  for  moving — Statement  of  questions  for  the  Court. 

Building  contract — Departure  from  its  terms.  - 

On  a compulsory  reference  a motion  to  refer  back  tbe  award  may  be  made 
within  the  first  six  days  of  the  term  following  its  publication. 

Where  the  reference  was  “with  power  to  the  arbitrator,  if  either  party 
requires  it,”  to  submit  questions  of  law  for  the  decision  of  the  court. 
Held,  an  enabling  provision  only,  not  compulsory. 

An  action  upon  a building  contract  havingbeen  thus  ref  erred,  the  plaintiffs 
contended  that  the  defendants  had  broken  the  agreement  so  as  to  put  an 
end  to  it,  and  that  they  (the  plaintiffs)  were  therefore  not  bound  by  its 
terms,and  they  requested  that  if  the  arbitrators  should  not  so  determine 
they  would  certify  the  facts  for  the  court.  The  defendants  requested 
that  if  the  award  should  be  against  them  the  abitrators  would  certify 
to  the  court  whether  the  contract  bound  the  parties,  and  whether  the 
engineer's  certificate  was  final.  The  award  was  in  favour  of  the  plain- 
tiffs, and  of  one  the  abitrators,  in  compliance  with  defendants’  request, 
certified,  without  submitting  any  question,  that  the  contract  was  bind- 
ing and  the  engineer’s  certificate  conclusive,  and  that  the  award  had 
been  based  on  that  assumption.  The  plaintiffs  afterwards  moved  to 
refer  back  the  award  with  a direction  that  the  contract  did  not  bind, 
or  to  refer  back  the  certificate  for  amendment,  by  stating  the  facts  ; but 
Held,  that  as  the  abitrators  had  not  chosen  to  submit  any  point  for  de-. 

cision,  and  were  not  bound  to  do  so,  the  court  could  not  interfere. 
Remarks  as  to  the  circumstances  under  which  a building  contract  is  or 
is  not  rendered  imperative  by  departure  from  its  terms. 

The  plaintiffs  brought  an  action  against  the  defendants 
upon  the  common  counts,  for  work  and  labour,  and  materia  1 
found,  and  on  the  money  counts. 

The  defendants  pleaded  never  indebted,  payment,  and 
set-off ; and  a special  plea,  that  the  work  was  done  by  the 
plaintiffs  upon  a certain  contract  to  do  the  whole  of  the 
excavation  and  masonry  required  for  erecting  a steam  mill 
and  distillery  proposed  to  be  built  for  the  defendants  accord- 
ing to  certain  specifications  prepared  by  the  architect,  Mr. 
Roberts,  which  was  to  be  completed  by  the  1st  of  September, 
1859.  The  defendants  then  set  out  the  terms  of  the  contract 
as  to  the  work,  and  as  to  the  prices  and  terms  of  payment, 
and  in  regard  to  any  addition  to  the  work,  or  any  deduction 
from  it  while  in  progress,  providing  how  the  same  should  be 
allowed  for,  and  also  providing  what  course  should  be  taken 
in  case  the  plaintiffs  should  not  go  on  with  the  work  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  defendants  or  the  engineer;  and  that  the 
award  of  the  engineer,  in  case  of  any  dispute,  should  be  final! 
and  they  averred  that  in  several  respects  the  plaintiffs  failed 
to  fulfil  their  contract,  and  had  departed  from  it  in  certain 
particulars,  which  were  specified  : — namely,  in  not  having 
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completed  it  by  the  time  agreed  upon,  so  that  the  defendants 
were  compelled  to  have  it  finished  by  others  ; in  not  execut- 
ing the  work  in  the  manner  required  by  the  contract,  or 
directed  by  the  defendants’  engineer,  and  in  obstructing  the 
work  of  other  contractors  by  their  delay,  so  that  the  defen- 
dants were  obliged  to  proceed  with  the  work  themselves, 
according  to  the  terms  of  the  contract ; and  generally,  that 
the  work  was  not  done  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  defendants 
or  their  engineer,  or  according  to  the  contract. 

The  plaintiffs  took  issue  upon  all  these  pleas. 

At  the  assizes,  at  Toronto,  the  learned  judge  who  presided 
directed  that  the  case  should  be  referred,  and  it  was  accord- 
ingly referred  to  three  arbitrators  chosen  by  the  parties,  one 
of  whom  was  Mr.  Read,  a barrister  and  Queen’s  counsel. 

Among  the  terms  of  the  reference  endorsed  on  the  record, 
and  afterwards  embodied  in  the  rule  of  reference,  was  this, 

with  power  to  the  said  David  B.  Read,  if  either  party 
requires  it,  to  certify  to  the  court  of  Queen’s  Bench  any 
question  of  law  which  may  arise,  and  the  facts  relating 
thereto,  for  the  decision  of  the  said  court  on  such  questions 
of  law.” 

It  appeared  by  the  endorsement  on  the  record,  and  it  was 
stated  in  the  argument  of  the  rule  nisi , that  this  minute  had 
been  drawn  up  in  such  a manner  at  first  as  to  make  it  impe- 
rative on  the  arbitrators  to  certify  if  either  party  should 
require  it,  but  that  the  plaintiffs’  attorney  objected  to  it 
being  so  worded,  and  it  was  altered  from  the  words  “ shall 
certify  ” to  the  words  “ with  power  to  the  said  D.  B.  Read, 
if  either  party  requires  it,  to  certify ; ” and  so  the  minute 
stood  when  it  was  signed  by  the  attorneys  and  by  the  judge, 
and  so  it  was  in  the  rule  of  reference  drawn  up  upon  it. 

The  arbitrators  were  occupied  more  than  twenty  days  in 
investigating  the  matter,  and  several  days  after  in  making 
up  the  award. 

A verdict  had  been  taken  for  the  plaintiffs  for  $10,000, 
with  power  to  the  arbitrators  to  increase  or  diminish  the 
damages,  or  to  find  a verdict  for  the  defendants. 

They  made  an  award  in  the  plaintiffs’  favour,  on  all  the 
issues,  and  directed  a verdict  to  be  entered  for  them  for 
$1970 : that  is,  a majority  of  the  arbitrators  so  awarded. 
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While  the  arbitration  was  going  on,  the  plaintiffs’  attorney 
(as  he  stated  in  his  affidavit)  had  contended  that  the  defen- 
dants had  broken  their  contract  by  taking  the  work  out  of 
the  plaintiffs’  hands  without  justification  before  it  was  com- 
pleted, and  that  he  maintained  entitled  the  plaintiffs  to  bo 
paid  for  what  they  had  done  according  to  a quantum  meruit , 
without  regard  to  the  prices  in  the  contract ; and  he  stated 
that  he  required,  in  the  event  of  the  arbitrators  not  so  deter- 
mining, that  Mr.  Read  should  certify  to  the  Queen’s  Bench 
the  facts  and  evidence  on  that  point,  and  that  the  arbitrators 
should  state  how  much  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  sup- 
posing the  contract  not  to  have  been  rescinded,  and  how 
much  upon  a quantum  meruit , if  it  had  been  rescinded. 

The  defendants,  on  their  part,  had  requested  Mr.  Read^ 
in  case  the  award  should  be  against  them,  to  certify  to  the 
court  of  Queen’s  Bench  : 

1.  Whether  the  written  contract,  specifications  and  plans 
in  evidence,  did  not  bind  the  parties. 

2.  Whether  the  course  of  conduct  had  not  been  such  as 
to  make  the  contract  prices  and  terms  govern  as  to  all  the 
work  done. 

8.  Whether  the  certificate  of  the  engineer,  Roberts,  was 
not  final  and  conclusive  between  the  parties. 

Mr.  Read,  on  the  same  day  that  he  and  one  of  the  other 
arbitrators  made  the  award,  drew  up  and  signed  a certificate, 
in  which  he  recited  the  request  that  had  been  made  to  him 
by  the  defendants’  counsel  to  certify,  in  case  the  award  should 
be  against  the  defendants,  as  it  was;  and  in  which  he  certified 
in  answer  to  the  first  question,  that  the  written  contract, 
specifications,  and  plans  in  evidence  did  bind  the  parties,  so 
far  as  the  work  set  forth  therein.  To  the  second  question,, 
that  the  contract  prices  did  govern  as  to  the  work  done  under 
the  contract;  and  to  the  third  question,  that  the  certificates  of 
Roberts  was  final  and  conclusive,  so  far  as  related  to  the  work 
done  under  the  contract ; “ and  that  the  award  of  the  arbi- 
trators had  been  based  on  the  above  assumption  and  finding.” 

Hector  Cameron  for  the  plaintiffs,  on  the  first  Saturday  of 
this  term  (the  award  having  been  made  on  the  81st  of  Decem- 
ber) moved  for  and  obtained  a rule  on  the  d efe  dants  to  shew 
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cause  why  the  award  should  not  be  referred  back  to  the  arbi- 
trators, with  a direction  that  the  plaintiffs  on  the  law  and  evi- 
dence were  entitled  to  an  award  for  the  work  done  by  them 
according  to  measurement  and  value,  on  a quantum  meruit , 
without  reference  to  the  contract  or  the  prices  mentioned  in 
it, on  theground  that  the  defendants  had  broken  the  contract 
and  put  an  end  to  it ; and  also  that  the  engineer’s  certificate 
should  not  be  considered  final  and  conclusive  as  to  the  work 
and  measurement.  Or  why  the  certificate  of  Mr. Bead  should 
not  be  referred  hack  to  him  to  amend  it  by  stating  to  the 
court  the  facts  and  evidence  as  to  the  violation  or  rescision  of 
the  contract,  and  as  to  the  questions  referred  to  in  his  certi- 
ficate, and  for  a report  or  certificate  to  the  court  as  to  the 
points  and  questions  raised  by  the  plaintiffs’  counsel  on  the 
arbitration.  He  cited  Russell  on  Awards,  315  ; Addison  on 
Contracts,  446  : Cutter  v.  Powell,  2 Sm.  Lea.  Cas.  1. 

Alexander  McDonald  shewed  cause,  and  cited  Midland  R. 
W.  Co.  and  Heming,  4 D.  & L.  795  ; Dodd  v.  Platt,  6 
Jur.  N.  S.  681 ; Miller  v.  Shuttleworth,  7 C.B.  105  ; Wood 
v.  Hotham,  5 M.  & W.  674 ; Monro  v.  Butt,  4 Jur.  N.  S. 
1281 : Scott  v.  Corporation  of  Liverpool,  3 De  G.  & J.  334  ; 
Scott  v.  Avery,  5 H.  L.  Cas.  811. 

Robinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

In  shewing  cause  against  this  rule,  a question  was  raised 
as  to  whether  it  was  moved  in  time,  but  this  being  a compul- 
sory reference,  we  consider  that  the  motion  may  be  made, as 
it  was  here,  within  the  first  six  days  in  term, under  the  165th 
section  of  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  although  a ver- 
dict was  taken.  Indeed  we  did  not  understand  this  objection 
to  be  pressed  on  argument. 

Then  as  to  the  merits  of  the  application,  it  seems  clear, 
upon  the  cases  cited  in  Mr.  Russell’s  treatise  on  Awards,  p. 
315,  that  when  the  arbitrator  has  merely  'power  given  to  him 
to  raise  or  state  any  question  of  law  for  the  decision  of  a court, 
it  is  merely  an  enabling, not  a compulsory  provision, and  that 
he  is  not  bound  to  do  it  unless  he  thinks  fit. 

Wood  v.  Hotham  (5  M.  & W.  674)  is  a decision  to  that 
effect,  and  in  Jay  v.  Byles  (3  M.  & S.  86)  the  words  “ shall 
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state  points  of  law,”  were  treated  as  not  compulsory.  That 
indeed  may  seem  at  variance  with  the  common  import  of  the 
word  “ shall,”  but  if  we  reflect  a moment  we  must  see  that  in 
reason  some  discrimination  must  be  left  to  be  exercised  by  the 
arbitrator  even  under  the  use  of  those  words,  for  otherwise 
either  party  might  occasion  vexatious  delay  and  expense  by 
requesting  that  to  be  referred  as  a question  of  law  about 
which  no  one  knowing  any  thing  of  law  could  have  a doubt, 
or  which  could  not  be  properly  a question  of  law,  but  must 
be  one  compounded  of  law  and  fact,  which  we  take  to  have 
been  the  nature  of  the  questions  which  are  referred  to  in  the 
rule  before  us. 

If,  for  instance,  either  party  in  a case  of  this  kind  should 
request  the  arbitrator  to  refer  it  to  the  court  as  a question  of 
law, whether  the  circumstance  of  the  price  of  labour  and  ma- 
terials having  risen  or  fallen  since  the  contract  was  entered 
into  should  not  be  taken  to  prevent  the  contract  prices  from 
being  binding  upon  the  parties,  it  would  be  absurd  that  such 
a question  should  be  gravely  referred  to  the  court. 

But  when,  as  in  this  case,  the  arbitrator  is  empowered 
only,  and  not  required  by  the  terms  of  the  reference,  to  refer 
any  point  of  law,  it  is  held  not  to  be  compulsory,  and  we 
must  so  determine.  Such  indeed  is  the  reasonable  import  of 
the  words  used. 

Then  we  must  consider  that  we  have  not  in  fact  had  any 
point  referred  to  this  court  on  which  our  opinion  is  desired. 
The  arbitrator,  Mr.  Read,  has  done  nothing  more  than  cer- 
tify upon  what  principles  the  arbitrators  proceeded  in  mak- 
ing their  award,  and  this  he  did,  as  he  states,  at  the  request 
of  the  defendants,  against  whom  he  has  made  his  award, and 
not  at  the  request  of  the  plaintiffs,  who  are  now  moving. 
The  object  in  doing  this  seems  to  have  been  to  afford  an  op- 
portunity of  shewing  how  the  arbitrators  had  dealt  with  the 
question,  in  order  that  if  either  party  were  dissatisfied  with 
the  conclusions,  they  might  move  against  the  award.  Cer- 
tainly nothing  has  been  referred  to  us  for  decision,  nor  is 
the  award  moved  against ; we  mean  there  is  no  application 
to  set  it  aside. 

For  what  purpose,  then,  are  we  desired  to  exercise  ajur- 
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isdiction  ? We  are  asked  to  send  the  award  back  to  the 
arbitrators,  with  a direction  that  they  must  allow  for  the 
work  done  according  to  what  they  find  to  be  its  actual  value, 
without  regard  to  the  contract  or  the  prices  named  in  it. 
That  is  asking  of  this  court  to  go  into  the  merits  of  the  case, 
which  we  should  have  no  power  to  do  even  if  the  award  had 
been  moved  against.  It  is  only  in  few  cases,  comparatively, 
that  a building  contract,  even  of  the  most  moderate  and  or- 
dinary character,  is  carried  out  without  some  deviation  in 
point  of  time,  material,  quality  of  work,  or  design.  Many 
alterations  take  place  at  the  suggestion  of  the  builder  him- 
self as  he  proceeds  with  the  work  : and  it  would  be  intolera- 
ble if,  on  account  of  such  variations,  either  party  could  claim 
as  a legal  right  that  the  contract  should  be  wholly  laid  aside 
as  it  regarded  prices,  and  that  he  was  at  liberty  to  go  into 
the  question  of  prices  at  large,  just  as  if  none  had  been  fixed. 

Sometimes  the  contract  is  broken  by  the  builder  being  be- 
hind with  his  work,  or  the  other  party  in  finding  materials 
which  it  depended  on  him  to  furnish,  or  by  changes  made  in 
the  plan  affecting  either  the  quantity  or  description  of  work, 
or  by  the  party  for  whom  the  work  is  being  done  obstruct- 
ing its  progress.  From  whatever  cause  the  contract  may 
have  been  departed  from  in  any  case,  there  is  no  such  ab- 
stract rule  of  law  as  that  the  contract  must  nevertheless  be 
taken  as  a guide  in  regard  to  the  prices  to  be  paid  for  the 
work  done,  or  that  it  must  not  be  so  taken.  In  each  case 
much  may  depend  upon  the  questions  of  fact,  how  the 
contract  came  to  be  departed  from,  and  whether  it  has 
been  departed  from  to  such  an  extent  that  the  contract 
ought  to  have  no  influence  in  regulating  the  prices.  Then, 
again,  it  is  to  b6  considered  what  provision  the  contract 
itself  has  made  on  the  subject,  for  most  contracts  do  con- 
tain clauses  expressly  intended  to  guard  against  any  de- 
viation from  it,  by  adding  to  the  work  or  diminishing  it,  hav- 
ing any  effect  upon  the  scale  of  prices  for  the  different  kinds 
of  work  that  had  been  agreed  upon  between  the  parties. 
And  besides  all  this,  it  generally  happens  that  the  conduct 
of  the  parties  afterwards,  in  going  on  with  the  work  as  if  the 
old  scale  of  prices  were  still  to  govern,  and  without  giving 
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any  intimation  of  a contrary  intent,  satisfies  a jury,  or  arbi- 
trators, that  though  the  contract  prices  may  not  be  in  law 
any  longer  absolutely  binding,  there  is  no  good  reason  for 
laying  them  aside,  but  great  justice  in  adhering  to  them. 
The  question  is  in  general  one  of  both  law  and  fact,  as  we 
have  already  stated.  In  the  present  case,  too,  it  was  as- 
serted and  not  denied  on  the  argument,  that  after  those 
things  had  happened  which  the  plaintiffs  contend  made  the 
contract  no  longer  in  strictness  applicable,  the  plaintiffs 
continued  to  accept  payment  for  works  estimated  according 
to  the  contract  prices,  and  give  receipts  as  for  money  paid 
to  them  “on  account  of  the  contract.” 

Then  as  to  that  part  of  the  plaintiffs’  application  which 
asks  us  to  send  back  the  award  to  the  arbitrators,  with  a 
direction  from  this  court  that  the  engineer’s  certificate  should 
not  be  considered  final  and  conclusive  as  to  the  work  and 
measurement;  the  arbitrators  have  determined  that  question 
without  referring  it  to  us.  All  that  Mr.  Read’s  certificate 
states,  if  that  be  such  a paper  that  we  can  properly  look  at,, 
is  that  the  award  has,  as  a matter  of  fact,  been  based  on 
that  assumption  and  finding.  No  question  is  submitted  to 
us  on  that  or  any  other  point,  and  we  have  no  authority  to 
pronounce  that  the  engineer’s  certificate  should  or  should 
not  be  conclusive  under  the  circumstances  proved. 

Another  alternative  of  the  rule  is,  that  this  court  should 
refer  back  to  Mr.  Read  his  certificate,  and  direct  him  to 
amend  it  by  referring  certain  questions  to  us.  That  we  cannot 
do,  because  it  would  be  taking  out  of  his  hands  a discretion 
which  the  terms  of  the  reference  gave  him,  according  to  the 
construction  which  courts  of  justice  have  placed  upon  the 
same  words  in  other  cases  ; and  the  plaintiffs  cannot  with 
much  reason  complain  of  any  hardship  in  this  respect,  since 
the  construction  put  by  the  courts  upon  the  words,  which 
merely  gave  to  the  arbitrators  a power  to  refer,  has  only  the 
effect  of  placing  the  submission  on  the  very  ground  which 
the  counsel  himself  states  he  endeavoured  in  vain  to  place  it 
on,  by  suggesting  a form  of  expression  more  clearly  giving 
a discretion  than  the  words  that  were  used. 

We  think  we  cannot  do  otherwise  than  discharge  the  rule. 

Rule  discharged. 
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Vidal  v.  Donald. 

Attorney — Action  for  costs — General  issue — Defence  of  negligence  admissible, 
but  not  sustained  by  evidence , 

In  an  action  by  an  attorney  for  his  costs,  negligence  may  be  set  up  as  a 
defence  under  the  general  issue. 

In  this  case  the  attorney  brought  an  action  for  the  defendant  against  one 
M.,  which  was  entered  for  trial  in  October.  1855.  The  assizes  began  on 
Tuesday,  and  the  attorney  sent  subpoenas  to  the  defendant  for  his  wit- 
nesses on  Saturday.  A friend  of  defendant  called  on  the  attorney  on 
Monday,  and  told  him  that  the  subpoenas  would  not  reach  the  defendant 
until  Wednesday,  and  asked  for  other  subpoenas,  which  he  said  he  would 
serve  himself  and  bring  in  the  witnesses,  but  the  attorney  would  not  give 
them.  The  witnesses,  did  not  appear,  and  the  cause  was  put  off, this  de  - 
fendant paying  costs.  It  was  brought  to  trial  in  April  following,  and  the 
plaintiff,  the  now  defendant,  got  a verdict  for  §387  10c.  M.  obtained  a 
rule  nisi  for  a new  trial  on  affidavits, but  the  papers  were  mislaid,  through 
no  fault  of  the  plaintiff’s  attorney,  for  nearly  two  years  ; and  in  Easter 
Term,  1858,  the  case  was  argued  and  a new  trial  granted  on  payment  of 
costs.  M.  did  not  serve  his  rule  until  November,  1858,  and  thecostsnot 
having  been  paid,  the  attorney  in  March,  1859,  entered  judgment,  and 
issued  a Ji.  fa.,  which  was  returned  nulla  bona,  M.  having  sold  his  pro- 
perty and  left  the  country  in  October  previous.  In  an  action  by  the 
attorney  for  his  costs,  the  jury  having  found  for  defendant : 

Held,  that  the  evidence  did  not  support  the  verdict,  for  the  defendant  had 
obtained  a judgment  against  M. , which  might  yet  produce  the  debt,  and 
it  could  not  be  said  that  the  plaintiff’s  services  had  by  his  negligence 
become  whole  worthless  to  defendant.  A new  trial  was  therefore 
granted. 

Semble,  that  if  defendant  had  lost  all  benefit  from  his  action  by  its  not  hav- 
in~  been  tried  in  1855,  the  court  would  not  have  interferred,  for  the  at- 
torney, in  refusing  to  issue  new  subpoena  on  the  Monday,  might  be  con- 
sidered to  have  taken  upon  himself  the  risk  of  consequences. 

The  plaiutiff  sued  for  costs  due  to  him  as  an  attorney  for 
conducting  a suit  in  the  Queen’s  Bench  for  this  defendant 
Donald,  against  one  Milligan. 

The  defendant  in  this  case  pleaded,  1,  nunquam  indebi- 
tatus, and,  2,  payment  before  action  brought. 

At  the  trial,  at  Sarnia,  before  Draper,  C.  J.,  it  was  proved 
that  the  plaintiff  having  been  retained  by  the  now  defendant, 
Donald,  to  bring  an  action  for  him  against  one  Milligan,  to 
recover  a debt,  did  commence  an  action  in  this  court  bv  pro- 
cess sued  out  on  the  12th  of  September,  1855. 

The  cause  was  at  issue,  and  ready  for  trial  at  Sarnia,  in 
October  following. 

The  witnesses  for  the  plaintiff,  (Donald,)  however,  though 
subpoenas  were  sent  for  them,  did  not  appear,  and  the  cause 
was  in  consequence  not  tried,  and  the  defendant,  Milligan, 
received  ^12  10s.  for  the  costs  of  the  day  from  the  now  de- 
fendant, Donald. 
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In  April,  1856,  the  plaintiffs  attorney,  Yidal,  took  the 
cause  to  trial,  and  obtained  a verdict  for  $887  10.  The 
defendant,  Milligan,  moved  in  the  succeeding  term  for  a new 
trial,  and  obtained  a rule  nisi , upon  affidavits  as  well  as  on 
other  grounds.  By  some  accident  the  affidavits  and  papers 
in  the  cause  were  mislaid, before  cause  could  be  shewn  against 
the  rule  but  it  was  not  pretended  that  they  were  lost  by  the 
plaintiff’s  .attorney,  Yidal,  or  by  any  fault  of  his.  This 
occasioned  a long  delay,  the  plaintiff’s  attorney  pressing 
from  term  to  term  to  have  his  rule  nisi  made  absolute,  and 
the  court  enlarging  it  at  the  instance  of  Milligan,  in  the  hope 
that  the  affidavits  and  papers  might  be  found.  They  were 
not  found  till  after  Hilary  Term,  1858,  and  in  Easter  Term, 
1858,  on  hearing  the  parties,  the  rule  nisi  for  a new  trial 
was  made  absolute,  on  condition  of  Milligan,  the  defendant, 
paying  the  costs  of  the  former  trial.  Milligan  took  out  this 
rule,  and  served  it  on  the  30th  of  November,  1858,  on  a 
clerk  of  Mr.  Yidal’s. 

Milligan  did  not  pay  these  costs,  and  in  March,  1859,  the 
present  plaintiff,  as  attorney  for  Donald,  entered  judgment 
on  the  verdict,  and  took  out  a fi.fa.,  which  was  returned 
nulla  bona. 

The  defendant  in  that  suit,  Milligan,  who  it  appeared 
continued  to  live  in  Upper  Canada  till  October,  1858,  and 
possessed  property,  sold  off  his  effects  about  that  time,  and 
went  to  the  United  States,  and  had  never  returned. 

This  defendant  seemed  in  consequence  to  have  no  pros- 
pect, or  at  least  no  immediate  prospect,  of  being  able  to 
collect  the  debt  for  which  he  had  judgment. 

His  counsel  at  the  trial  set  up  these  facts  as  a defencer 
with  a view  to  prove  that  the  neglect  of  his  attorney,  the 
present  plaintiff,  in  the  suit  against  Milligan  had  rendered 
alibis  services  in  that  suit  entirely  unproductive  of  any  good 
to  him,  and  that  they  being  of  no  value  from  his  fault  he 
could  not  recover  compensation  for  them. 

The  learned  Chief  Justice  hesitated  to  admit  the  evidence 
upon  the  pleas  which  the  defendant  had  put  in,  but  on  the 
authority  of  a decision  produced  to  him  at  the  trial  he  did 
admit  it;  and  at  the  conclusion  of  the  case  he  observed  to  the 
jury  that  if  it  were  made  perfectly  clear  by  the  evidence  that 
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the  action  against  Milligan  had  become  wholly  useless  to 
the  now  defendant  from  the  neglect  of  the  present  plaintiff, 
their  verdict  should  be  for  the  defendant.  But  he  remarked 
that  it  was  not  shewn  that  the  delay  of  judgment  from  the 
papers  having  been  lost  or  mislaid  arose  from  any  fault  of 
the  plaintiff’s  attorney,  and  that  Donald,  the  now  defen- 
dant, had  at  last  obtained  a judgment  for  his  debt,  which 
was  a better  security  than  a simple  contract. 

The  taxed  costs  in  Donald  v.  Milligan , on  entering  judg- 
ment, were  $209  85c.  The  plaintiff  sued  for  these  only, 
not  for  costs  as  between  attorney  and  client. 

With  respect  to  any  neglect  of  the  present  plaintiff  to 
have  his  client’s  witnessed  subpoened  for  the  first  trial,  the 
evidence  was  to  the  effect  that  the  assizes  in  the  autumn  of 
1855,  began  at  Sarnia  on  a Tuesday  : that  on  the  day  be- 
fore (Monday)  a friend  of  Donald’s  went  to  his  attorney  to 
enquire  wha.t  steps  he  had  taken  to  procure  the  witnesses, 
when  he  was  told  that  subpoenas  had  been  sent  for  them  to 
Donald  on  the  Saturday  before  : that  Mr.  Vidal  was  told 
that  Donald  could  not  receive  them  in  the  country,  where 
he  was,  till  the  Wednesday  afternoon  following,  and  the 
witness  (Evans)  asked  Mr.  Vidal  to  take  out  other  subpoenas 
and  give  them  to  him,  and  he  would  take  them  and  bring 
in  the  witnesses.  This  he  said  Mr.  Vidal  would  not  do. 
The  assizes  lasted  two  or  three  days.  Donald  came  in 
himself  to  Sarnia  on  the  Monday  before  the  assizes,  and 
remained  until  they  were  over. 

The  jury  found  a verdict  for  the  defendant. 

Prince  obtained  a rule  nisi  for  a new  trial  on  the  law  and 
evidence,  contending  that  the  defence  of  negligence  was  not 
admissible  under  the  pleadings,  and  that  if  it  had  been,  yet 
negligence  was  not  proved  such  as  could  be  held  to  have 
rendered  the  plaintiff’s  services  of  no  value.  He  moved 
also  on  affidavits  alleging  surprise  in  having  the  evidence 
admitted  upon  the  pleadings. 

Richards , Q.C.,  shewed  cause,  and  cited  Hill  v.  Allen,  2 
M.  & W.  283 ; Bracey  v.  Carter,  12  A.  & E.  373  ; Lewis  v. 
Samuel,  8 Q.  B.  685 ; Ch.  Arch.  Practice.  I.  117  ; Saund. 
PI.  & Ev.  250. 
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As  to  surprise,  it  was  sworn  in  an  affidavit  filed  on  the 
part  of  defendant,  that  the  plaintiff’s  attorney  was  made 
aware  some  days  before  the  trial  that  the  defence  of  negli- 
gence was  intended  to  be  set  up,  but  it  was  not  sworn  that 
he  agreed  to  allow  it  to  be  given  if  not  properly  admissible 
on  the  record. 

Prince,  in  support  of  the  rule,  cited  Temple  v.  McLach- 
lan,  2 New  Bep.  186;  Chapman  v.  Van  Toll,  27  L.  J. 
Q.  B.  1. 

Bobinson,  C J..,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

It  does  not  seem  reasonable  or  consistent  with  sound 
principles  that  the  defendant  should  be  allowed  to  set  up 
negligence  at  the  trial  under  a plea  of  never  indebted.  In 
Temple  v.  McLachlin,  (2  New  Bep.  186,)  it  was  not  per- 
mitted, even  under  the  old  rule  of  pleading,  and  in  Symes 
v.  Nipper,  (12  A.  & E.  877,  note,)  the  Court  of  Queen’s 
Bench  seemed  to  consider  it  admissible.  In  Bracey  v. 
Carter,  (Ibid.  873,)  they  held  it  to  be  evidence  under  non 
assumpsit  where  the  negligence  of  lhe  attorney  was  such  as 
to  render  his  services  wholly  useless  to  the  client.  In  Hill 
v.  Allen,  (2  M.  & W.  283,)  the  Court  of  Exchequer  took  the 
same  view  of  the  law,  and  even  held  a special  plea  bad 
which  set  up  negligence  as  a defence,  on  the  ground  that  it 
amounted  to  the  general  issue.  The  question  seems  to  be 
now  set  at  rest.  We  think  the  evidence  was  admissible 
though  not  specially  pleaded. 

Then  as  to  the  alleged  negligence.  What  the  defendant 
complains  of  is,  first,  the  plaintiff  not  having  sent  for  the 
witnesses  in  time,  which  prevented  the  case  being  tried  in 
October,  1855. 

If  the  plaintiff  had  not  been  instructed  beforehand  where 
che  witnesses  lived,  and  that  it  was  necessary  to  send  sub- 
poenas for  them  some  days  before  the  trial,  it  would  hardly 
be  reasonable  to  hold  the  attorney  liable,  when  he  sent  sub- 
poenas on  Saturday  to  bring  the  witnesses  to  Sarnia  on  the 
Tuesday  following,  for  the  disappointment  probably  arose 
from  this  defendant,  to  whom  they  were  sent,  having  left 
home  before  they  reached  him.  The  defendant,  if  he  or  his 
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witnesses  lived  in  a place  so  much  out  of  the  way  that  it 
would  take  a latter  from  Saturday  to  Wednesday  to  reach 
them  by  the  post,  should  have  come  in  before  to  see  about 
his  witnessess,  or  should  at  least  have  made  his  attorney 
aware  in  time  of  the  necessity  of  making  this  preparation  at 
so  early  a day.  But  when  the  defendant’s  friend  came  in 
on  Monday,  and  informed  the  attorney,  as  he  swore  he  did, 
that  the  subpoenas  he  had  sent  by  post  would  not  reach  in 
time,  and  offered  to  take  subpoenas  out  himself  to  insure 
the  witnesses  being  served  in  time,  and  when  the  attorney 
declined  to  do  this,  it  might  reasonably  be  considered  by  the 
jury  that  he  took  the  risk  of  consequences  upon  himself ; and 
we  do  not  think  we  should  have  interfered  with  the  verdict, 
if  there  was  good  ground  for  holding  that  the  defendant  lost 
all  benefit  from  his  action  on  account  of  the  case  not  having 
been  tried  at  those  assizes  in  1855. 

But  that  was  really  not  the  case,  for  the  attorney  carried 
the  cause  to  trial  at  the  next  assizes,  proved  his  case,  and 
got  a verdict  in  the  plaintiff’s  favour. 

The  defendant  in  that  action,  Milligan,  moved  upon  affida- 
~vits  for  a new  trial,  and  obtained  a rule  nisi . The  court 
thought  that  the  affidavits  disclosed  such  ground  that  it  was 
necessary  they  should  be  answered  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tiff, Donald. 

The  unfortunate  accident  of  the  papers  having  been  lost, 
•or  rather,  as  it  seems,  mislaid,  occasioned  a long  delay,  for 
the  court  required  to  see  the  affidavits, and  what  answer  could 
be  given  to  them.  If  this  had  not  happened  the  rule  would 
have  been  made  absolute  in  Easter  Term,  1856,  instead  of 
Easter  Term,  1858 ; and  at  that  time,  and  for  two  years 
afterwards  and  more,  the  defendant,  Milligan,  it  appears  was 
still  in  Canada,  and  had  property,  and  could  have  been  made 
to  pay  if  judgment  had  been  recovered  when  it  might  have 
been  if  there  had  been  no  accident  from  loss  of  papers. 

When  the  affidavits  were  found,  after  the  lapse  of  about 
two  years,  the  court  were  not  told  where  they  came  from,  but 
it  is  fairly  admitted  in  the  case  that  they  were  not  mislaid 
by  the  plaintiff’s  attorney,  or  by  any  fault  of  his.  In  Easter 
Term,  1858,  it  was  that  the  court  made  absolute  the  rule  for 
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a new  trial,  on  the  ground  of  surprise  and  the  absence  of  a 
material  witness.  This  was  ordered  on  the  condition  of  the 
then  defendant,  Milligan,  paying  costs, which  it  seems  he  did 
not  do,  nor  even  served  his  rule  for  a new  trial  till  Novem- 
ber, 1858. 

From  November,  1858,  till  March,  1859,  there  occurred 
a delay  on  the  part  of  the  attorney  in  taking  steps  to  enable 
him  to  enter  judgment,  which  we  do  not  see  accounted  for  in 
the  evidence.  If  the  costs  had  been  paid  after  Easter  Terms 
1858,  the  new  trial  would  hardly  have  taken  place  so  that 
judgment  could  be  obtained  before  the  time  that  Milligan  had 
parted  with  his  property  and  left  the  country.  Whether 
that  delay  could  be  said  to  have  been  the  cause  of  the  then 
plaintiff,  Donald,  not  getting  judgment  before  Milligan  had 
gone,  was  for  the  consideration  of  the  jury  under  the  direc- 
tion of  the  judge  upon  the  trial  of  this  case.  It  must  always 
be  a matter  of  doubt  what  Milligan  would  have  done  if  the 
plaintiff’s  attorney  had  taken  steps  to  compel  him  to  takeout 
his  rule  and  pay  costs.  He  would  probably  have  hastened 
his  departure,  but  whether  he  would  or  not  no  one  can  tell. 
He  had  gone  before  the  rule  for  a new  trial  was  taken  out  by 
him  and  served. 

And  after  all  there  remains  this  consideration,  that  this 
plaintiff’s  services  cannot  be  said  to  have  been  wholly  useless 
to  his  client,  Donald,  since  he  did  at  last  obtain  judgment 
upon  the  verdict,  and  on  the  authority  of  Templar  v.  McLach- 
lan,(2  New  Rep.  186,)  that  cannot  be  held  to  be  a service  of  no 
value,  inasmuch  as  for  all  that  appears  the  debt  may  be  yet 
collected  under  it  at  some  future  period,  either  here  or  in  the 
country  to  which  Milligan  has  gone,  and  it  is  only  when  the 
services  rendered  were  utterly  worthless  that  alleged  negli- 
gence in  conducting  the  case  can  be  held  to  bar  the  action 
of  the  attorney  for  his  costs. 

Upon  the  facts  as  they  appeared  in  evidence,  and  also 
upon  the  affidavits  filed  by  the  plaintiff,  we  make  absolute 
the  rule  for  a new  trial,  costs  to  abide  the  event. 

Rule  absolute. 
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Sir  Charles  James  Stuart,  Bx\ronet,  v.  Prentiss  et  al. 

Deed — Construction — Filling  up  blanks — Consideration — Effect  of  becoming 

a nun. 

The  Crown,  in  1778,  granted  5000  acres,  including  the  land  in  question  * 
to  John  and  Elizabeth  Hay  and  three  others,  children  of  the  late 
Governor  Hay.  In  1800  Elizabeth  became  a nun  in  Montreal,  by 
which,  according  to  the  law  of  Lower  Canada,  she  became  civilly  dead 
as  regarded  ber  property,  and  she  afterwards  died  there  in  1838. 

In  1804  John  Hay  conveyed  “ all  his  fourth  part  or  share”  of  the  lands 
mentioned  in  the  above  patent,  “ containing  in  all  five  thousand  acres,” 
to  his  brother-in-law  M.,  the  husband  of  one  of  the  patentees.  This 
deed  was  executed  in  Indiana,  and  was  expressed  to  be  in  consideration 
of  natural  love  and  affection,  and  of  one  dollar  paid.  When  executed, 
the  words  “ fourth”  and  “ five  thousand”  were  admitted,  but  attached 
to  the  deed  was  a letter  of  the  same  date,  signed  by  the  grantor,  and 
addressed  to  M.,  in  which  he  mentioned  these  blanks  and  told  M.  to 
fill  them  up  according  to  the  fact  ; adding  in  a postscript,  that  if  any 
errors  should  be  found  in  the  deed  he  authorized  M.  to  rectify  them, 
and  that  such  corrections  should  be  valid  as  if  he  had  made  them 
himself.  The  words  “fourth”  and  “five  thousand”  were  inserted 
after  M.  received  the  deed  in  Lower  Canada. 

On  the  9th  of  January,  1805,  M.  and  his  wife  Agatha,  and  John  Hay,  by 
deed  reciting  the  patent,  conveyed  to  R.  and  D.  2000  acres,  parcel  of 
the  5000  acres  granted,  “ being  the  undivided  part  and  portion  of  the 
said  5000  acres  belonging,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  letters 
patent,  to  John  Hay  and  Agatha  M.”  This  deed  was  executed  by  M. 
and  his  wife,  and  by  John  Hay  by  his  attorney  M.,  but  there  was  no 
evidence  of  any  power  of  attorney  to  M. 

On  the  same  day,  all  the  patantees  except  Elizabeth  conveyed  to  R.  and 
D.  her  share,  assuming  that  it  had  vested  in  them  by  her  becoming  a 
nun.  The  plaintiff  claimed  under  these  conveyances — defendant 
under  a need  from  the  heir  at-law  of  John  Hay. 

Held , 1.  That  by  the  deed  of  1804,  John  Hay’s  share  passed  to  M.,  the 
consideration  being  sufficient,  and  the  insertion  of  the  words  mentioned 
not  being  fatal  under  the  circumstances.  2.  That  the  conveyance  of 
1805  passed  his  share  as  belonging  to  M.,  though  the  execution  by  M., 
as  his  attorney,  could  have  no  effect  for  want  of  authority.  8.  That 
Elizabeth  clearly  had  not  lost  her  share  by  our  law,  by  becoming  a 
nun.  The  plaintiff  was  therefore  held  entitled  to  a verdict  for  one- 
fifth  and  the  defendant  for  the  other. 

Ejectment  for  lot  8,  in  the  first  concession,  and  the  west 
naif  of  lot  9 in  the  second  concession  of  Lansdowne. 

The  defendants  appeared  and  defended  for  two  undivided 
fifths  of  the  said  land,  and  the  plaintiff  took  judgment  for 
the  rest. 

At  the  trial  at  Brockville,  before  Draper,  C.  J.,  a verdict 
was  taken  for  the  plaintiff,  subject  to  a special  case  stated, 
of  which  the  following  are  the  material  facts  : 

On  the  20th  of  November,  1798,  the  Crown  granted  the 
lands  to  Henry  Hay,  Richard  Hay,  John  Hay,  Elizabeth 
Hay,  and  Agatha  de  Montigny,  only  children  of  the  Gov- 
33  16  u.  c.  Q.  B. 


514  queen’s  BENCH,  HILARY  TERM,  24  VIC.,  1861. 

ernor  John  Hay,  mentioned  in  the  case  of  Doe  Hay  v. 
Hunt,  11  U.  C.  E.  867. 

The  only  shares  in  question  in  this  case  were  those  of 
John  and  Elizabeth,  being  the  two  undivided  fifths  defended 
for. 

On  the  28th  of  July,  1800,  Elizabeth  became  a nun,  and 
took  the  veiJ  in  Montreal,  in  Lower  Canada,  and  by  the 
laws  of  Lower  Canada  she  became  in  consequence  civilly 
dead  as  regarded  her  real  and  personal  property.  She  died 
at  the  Hotel  Dieu  in  Montreal,  on  the  12th  of  November, 
1838,  in  her  70th  year,  intestate,  and  without  issue. 

At  the~time  the  patent  issued  Agatha  (Hay)  was  the  wife 
of  Pierre  Jean  Baptiste  Louvigny  de  Montigny. 

On  the  8th  of  December,  1804,  John  Hay  and  Marguerite 
his  wife  conveyed  to  Pierre  Jean  Baptiste  Louvigny  de 
Montigny,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  ‘‘  all  their  fourth  part  or 
share  of  the  several  tracts  of  land  lying,  being,  and  situate 
in  the  township  of  Walsingham,  Charlotteville,  and  Lans- 
downe,  in  Upper  Canada ; which  several  tracts  of  land, 
containing  in  all  Jive  thousand  acres,  were  granted  by  liig 
Britannic  Majesty  to  the  heirs  of  the  said  John  Hay  de- 
ceased, tor  services  rendered  by  him.'’ 

This  deed  was  expressed  to  be  made  “ for  and  in  consid- 
eration of  the  natural  love  and  affection  which  they,  the 
said  John  Hay  and  Marguerite  his  wife,  have  and  bear 
unto  the  said  Pierre  Jean  Baptiste  Louvigny  de  Montigny, 
as  well  as  for  and  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  one  dollar 
currency  of  the  United  States,  to  them  in  hand  paid,  the 
receipt  whereof  they  do  hereby  acknowledge.*’ 

It  was  admitted  that  in  the  deed  when  executed  by  John 
Hay  and  his  wife,  at  Cakokia,  in  Indiana,  the  words 
“ fourth  ” before  “part,”  denoting  the  share  of  the  land,  and 
“ five  thousand ,”  were  not  inserted,  but  blanks  were  left 
which  were  not  filled  up  until  the  said  deed  was  received  by 
the  said  de  Montigny  in  Lower  Canada,  but  were  after  the 
receipt  of  said  deed  filled  up,  under  what  circumstances  it 
was  left  to  the  court  to  infer  from  said  deed  and  the  letter 
accompanying  it,  so  far  as  they  might  constitute  evidence. 

On  the  same  sheet  of  paper  as  the  deed,  and  bearing  the 
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same  date,  was  a letter  signed  by  the  grantor,  and  written 
in  French,  as  follows ; (the  parts  not  material  to  the  case 
being  omitted) : 

Bear  Montigny, — 

Annexed  I send  you  a gift  of  my  share  of  the  lands.  If 
it  will  be  of  any  service  to  you,  after  the  debts  are  paid,  I 
shall  feel  much  pleasure.  You  will  find  some  blanks,  which 
you  can  fill  up  by  inserting  whatever  my  share  may  be, 
whether  a sixth  or  an  eigtli,  and  the  quantity  of  acres  that 
the  several  parcels  amount  to,  &c.  * * Margaret  embraces 
you,  as  do  I also  with  all  my  heart,  without  forgetting  poor 
Betsey,  who  being  now  retired  from  the  world,  ought  not  to 
be  angry  with  me  for  making  you  this  gift,  &c. 

Adieu,  and  believe  me, 

Your  affectionate  Brother, 

John  Hay. 

P.  S. — If  any  error  is  found  in  this  deed  of  gift,  whether 
in  the  names  of  places  or  otherwise,  I authorise  you  by 
these  presents  to  rectify  them,  and  every  error  rectified  in 
the  said  deed  of  gift  I certify  by  these  presents  to  be  valid 
in  every  manner,  as  if  I had  made  the  corrections  myself. 

(Signed)  John  Hay. 

Cakokia,  8th  December,  1804. 

On  the  19th  of  January,  1805,  John  Hay  and  P.  J.  B.  L. 
de  Montigny,  and  Agatha,  his  wTife,  (formerly  Hay,)  granted 
and  conveyed  to  Patrick  Robertson,  and  David  David,  of 
Montreal,  by  deed  reciting  the  patent  of  20th  November, 
1798,  for  a consideration  of  £400,  2000  acres  of  land,  part 
and  parcel  of  the  said  5000  acres  granted,  “ being  the  undi- 
vided part  and  proportion  of  the  said  5000  acres  belonging 
under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  letters  patent  to  the  said 
John  Hay  and  Agatha  de  Montigny,”  to  hold  to  the  said 
Patrick  Robertson  and  David  David,  their  heirs  and  assigns 
for  ever,  as  tenants  in  common.  This  deed  was  executed  by 
John  Hay,  by  his  attorney,  de  Montigny,  and  by  de  Mont- 
igny  and  his  wife  on  their  own  behalf. 

It  was  admitted  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  any  power 
of  attorney  from  said  John  Hay  to  the  said  de  Montigny? 
except  in  so  far  as  any  power  or  authority  might  be  contained 
in  said  deed  from  said  John  Hay  and  wife  to  said  de  Montigny 
hereinbefore  mentioned,  or  in  said  letter  endorsed  thereon. 

On  the  19th  of  January,  1805,  Henry  Hay,  Richard  Hay, 
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John  Hay,  the  said  Pierre  Jean  Baptiste  Louvigny  de 
Montigny,  and  Agatha,  his  wife,  by  deed  reciting  the  patent 
of  20th  November,  1798,  in  consideration  of  £200,  granted, 
bargained,  sold,  &c.,  “one  thousand  acres  of  land,  part  and 
parcel  of  the  said  5000  acres  of  land  hereinbefore  described, 
granted  as  aforesaid,  being  the  undivided  part  and  proportion 
of  the  said  5000  acres  heretofore  belonging,  under  and  by 
virtue  of  the  said  letters  patent,  to  the  said  Elizabeth  Hay, 
and  now  belonging  to  the  said  Henry  Hay,  Richard  Hay, 
John  Hay,  and  Agatha  de  Montigny,  the  said  Elizabeth 
Hay  having  since  the  granting  of  the  said  letters  patent 
become  a professed  nun  of  the  Hotel  Dieu  in  the  city  of 
Montreal,”  to  hold  to  the  said  Patrick  Robertson  and  David 
David,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  as  tenants  in  common. 

This  deed  was  executed  by  Henry  Hay,  Richard  Hay,  and 
John  Hay,  by  their  attorney,  Louvigny  de  Montigny,  and 
by  Louvigny  de  Montigny  and  Agatha  de  Montigny  in  person. 

Patrick  Robertson  died  in  1808,  in  Montreal,  intestate, 
and  without  issue,  leaving  three  brothers,  of  whom  Neil,  the 
eldest,  left  only  one  daughter,  who  died  unmarried  in  1828. 
Alexander,  the  next  brother,  died  in  1797,  leaving  his 
daughter  Elizabeth,  who,  in  1818,  married  Sir  James  Stuart, 
Bart.,  Chief  Justice  of  Lower  Canada,  and  father  of  the 
plaintiff,  who  died  in  1858. 

The  plaintiff’s  mother  died  in  1849,  and  as  her  heir-at-law 
lie  claimed  the  shares  of  the  patentees  John  and  Elizabeth 
Hay,  under  the  two  deeds  last  mentioned,  and  by  virtue  of 
several  deeds  of  partition  enacted  between  himself  and  the 
representatives  of  David  David,  conveying  to  him  these 
lands  in  severalty. 

John  Play  died  in  1841. 

On  the  5th  of  August,  1850,  Richard  Hay,  his  eldest  son 
and  heir-at-law,  executed  a deed  to  the  defendant,  in  which 
the  letters  patent  of  the  20th  November,  1798,  were  recited  : 
that  Henry  Hay,  one  of  the  patentees,  died  at  Montreal  in 
1810,  unmarried  and  intestate,  and  without  having  disposed 
of  his  interest  in  the  lands  granted  by  the  patent : that  he 
left  John  Hay,  his  eldest  brother  and  heir,  surviving : that 
Elizabeth,  another  of  the  patentees,  died  unmarried  and  in- 
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testate,  at  Montreal,  in  1838,  leaving  her  brother,  the  said 
John  Hay,  surviving : that  the  said  John  Hay  afterwards 
removed  to  the  state  of  Illinois,  where  he  died  in  184‘2, 
intestate,  leaving  the  said  Eichard  Hay,  the  grantor,  his 
heir  : that  the  said  John  Hay,  if  the  said  patent  created 
a joint  tenancy,  may  have  been  the  legal  owner  in  fee  of  the 
whole  of  the  said  lands,  and  died  seised  thereof,  but  did  at 
any  rate  die  seised  of  three  undivided  fifths  thereof. 

And  then,  for  a consideration  expressed  of  £1000,  he  bar- 
gained and  sold  the  defendant  Prentiss  in  fee  the  several 
parcels  of  land  mentioned  in  the  patent, — that  is,  the  whole 
5000  acres, — the  before  mentioned  undivided  three-fifths 
absolutely,  and  all  the  estate,  interest,  right  and  title  of  the 
said  John  Hay  to  the  other  two-fifths. 

J.  S.  Macdonald, ]Q.  C.,and  Connor , Q.  C.,  for  the  plaintiff, 
cited  Keane  v.  Smallbone,  17  C.  B.  179 ; Doe  dem.  Tatum 
v.  Catomore,  16  Q.  B.  745  ; Doe  dem.  Newman  v.  Eusham9 
17  Q.  B.  723,  734 ; Bishop  v.  Chambre,  3 C.  & P.  55  ; Doe 
dem.  Phillpott  v.  Blanchfield,  1 U.  C.  E.  350 ; Doe  Spafford 
v.  Breakenridge,  1 C.  P.  503  ; Doe  Watson  v.  Eoutledge, 
Cowp.  702  ; Stewart  v.  Aston,  8 Ir.  C.  L.  Eep.  35.  Texira 
v.  Evans,  1 Ans.  229  ; Doe  Lewis  v.  Bingham,  4 B.  & AL 
672  ; Tay.  Ev.  484, 930  ; Master  v.  Miller,  4®T.  E.  320,  S. 
C.  1 Ans.  225 ; Com.  Dig.,  ‘‘Abatement,”  H.  41 ; Shep. 
Touch.  201 ; Doe  Clark  v.  Mclnnis,  6 U . C.  E.  28. 

Campbell,  Q.  C.  for  defendants,  cited  Burrel’s  case,  6 
Eep.  72 ; Warburton  v.  Loveland,  6 Bligh.  N.  E.  30. 

Eobinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

By  our  statute,  43  Geo.  III.,  ch.  4,  the  patentees  must  be 
taken  to  have  been  tenants  in  common,  unless  it  appeared  on 
*he  face  of  the  patent  that  the  intention  was  that  they 
should  take  as  joint  tenants. 

The  plaintiff’s  title  to  three  fifths  of  the  land  in  question 
is  not  in  dispute.  The  defendant  has  appeared  only  for  two 
fifths,  and  the  plaintiff  has  judgment  for  the  rest.  It  is  not 
stated  in  any  notice  of  title  such  as  is  usually  attached  to  the 
record,  but  we  were  told  on  the  argument  that  the  contest  is 


518  queen’s  bench,  Hilary  term,  24  vie.,  lsoi. 

only  about  the  shares|which  John  Hay  and  Elizabeth  Hay, 
his  sister,  took  as  grantees  named  in  the  patent ; and  the  de- 
fendant when  he  attempts  to  make  title  to  those  two  shares, 
shews  that  his  claim  extends  to  none  of  the  others,  for 
he  has  only  appeared  and  defended  for  two  fifths. 

Then,  first,  as  to  the  share  of  the  patentee  John  Hay,  we 
have,  in  the  first  place,  his  deed  of  the  8th  of  December, 
1804,  by  which  he  conveyed  to  his  brother-in-law,  Pierre  J . 
B.  Louvigny  de  Montigny,  all  his  fourth  part  or  share  of  the 
5000  acres  granted  by  the  patent.  This  was  evidently  in- 
tended as  a gift  to  de  Montigny. 

Then,  next,  we  haye  the  deed  of  the  19th  of  January,  1805, 
by  which  John  Hay,  or  rather  de  Montigny  in  his  name,  as 
his  attoney,  professes  to  grant  to  Patrick  Bobertson  and 
David  David,  both  of  Montreal,  his  fifth  share  of  the  land 
granted  by  the  patent. 

De  Montigny  and  his  wife,  Agatha,  (formerly  Hay,)  are 
grantors  in  the  same  deed,  and  the  three  grantors  convey  by 
it  2000  acres,  or,  as  they  explain  it  in  the  deed,  two  undivided 
fifths  of  the  5000  acres  ; so  if  John  continued  at  that  time  to 
be  seised  of  his  interest  as  patentee, notwithstanding  his  deed 
to  de  Montigny  of  the  8th  of  December,  1804,  this  deed 
would  have  vested  his  estate  in  Bobertson  and  David,  the 
grantees,  provided  de  Montigny  had  authority  from  him  to 
execute  such  a deed  in  his  name.  On  the  other  hand,  if  he 
had  divested  himself  of  his  interest  by  the  deed  which  he  had 
made  on  the  8th  of  December,  1804,  to  de  Montigny,  then 
this  deed  of  the  19th  of  January,  1805,  must  have  carried  the 
interest  which  had  belonged  to  John  Hay  to  Bobertson  and 
David  under  the  words  of  grant  from  de  Montigny. 

The  deed  is  signed  “John  Hay,  by  his  attorney,  Louvigny 
de  Montigny,”  but  what  authority  he  had  to  execute  as  John 
Hay’s  attorney  is  not  shewn. 

It  seems  clear  he  had  none,  and  that  this  was  only  an 
effort  to  confirm  and  free  from  doubt  the  title  which  de 
Montigny  had  taken  under  the  deed  of  the  8th  of  December, 
1804,  and  which  he  was  about  to  transfer  to  Bobertson  and 
David.  John  Hay  was  not  himself  doing  any  thing  by  this 
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deed  inconsistent  with  the  disposition  which  he  had  made  of 
the  lot  in  1805. 

It  is  clear  that  for  all  that  appears  nothing  could  have 
passed  to  Robertson  and  David  as  by  conveyance  from  John 
Hay  under  this  deed  of  the  19th  of  January,  1805,  for  want 
of  proof  of  authority  to  de  Montigny  to  make  the  deed  in 
his  name. 

But  did  not  the  deed  executed  by  John  Hay  himself,  on 
the  8th  of  December,  1804,  to  de  Montigny,  pass  his  inter- 
est ? It  no  doubt  had  that  effect,  unless  the  alterations  that 
were  made  in  it,  as  stated  in  the  case,  vitiated  it.  Its  being 
made  without  any  valuable  consideration  moving  to  it,  be- 
yond the  5s.  named,  would  not  signify,  for  we  have  no 
creditor  disputing  it,  and  we  take  it  to  be  now  the  settled 
doctrine  of  the  courts  that  the  mere  fact  of  a deed  being  vol- 
untary does  not  necessarily  make  it  void  against  a subsequent 
bona  fide  purchaser  for  value, though  it  may  raise  prima  facie 
an  inference  of  fraud  ; and  more  especially  in  a case  like  the 
present,  when  the  second  conveyance  was  not  made  by  the 
same  person  who  made  the  first,  but  by  his  heir,  who  can 
hardly  be  looked  upon  in  reason  as  having  inherited  his 
fraudulent  intent,  and  so  made  the  second  deed  for  car- 
rying out  a fraud  upon  the  second  purchaser,  which  was  in- 
tended when  the  first  deed  was  made.  The  case  of  Doe  dem., 
Newman  v.  Rusham,  (17  Q.  B.  722,)  is  a strong  authority  on 
that  point.  The  sufficiency  of  the  deed,  leaving  out  of  view 
the  objections  on  account  of  filling  up  blanks  after  execution, 
cannot,  we  think, be  denied.  It  contains  mention  of  a pecu- 
niary consideration,  which  though  trifling  is  sufficient  when 
it  is  not  opposed  on  any  other  grounds  than  its  being  merely 
voluntary.  Our  statute  4 W.  IV.,  ch.  1,  sec.  47,  and  the 
decisions  in  this  court  upon  it,  leave  no  room  for  a question 
as  to  the  necessity  of  registry  to  supply  the  place  of  enrol- 
ment ; and  besides,  a consideration  of  natural  love  and  affec- 
tion is  expressed,  which  we  think  we  should  be  warranted  in 
holding  would  avail  in  this  case,  where  the  conveyance  is 
not  to  a stranger,  but  to  the  husband  of  the  grantor’s  sister, 
though  he  was  not  a relation. 

Then  as  to  the  other  grounds  on  which  this  deed  was 
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attacked,  we  think  they  are  not  such  as  the  defendant  is  en- 
titled to  succeed  upon.  In  the  first  place,  the  leaving  blanks 
at  the  time  of  execution,  where  the  word  fourth  now  stands  in 
the  deed,  and  the  words  “ five  thousand,”  do  not  necessarily, 
under  the  circumstances,  render  this  deed  invalid,  on  the 
ground  merely  of  its  being  imperfect  for  the  want  of  words 
denoting  the  share  and  the  number  of  acres. 

If  the  words  “ five  thousand”  had  never  been  inserted,  it 
would  not  have  signified,  because  the  reference  made  in  the 
deed  to  the  patent  was  in  itself  sufficient  to  shew  what  lands 
had  been  granted  to  the  children  of  Governor  Hay.  The 
patent  so  referred  to  could  always  be  read  in  connection  with 
the  deed,  and  would  be  taken  as  if  incorporated  in  it. 

Then  as  to  the  share,  it  is  evident  the  grantor,  John  Hay, 
was  uncertain  what  might  be  the  effect  of  his  sister  Elizabeth 
having  become  a nun, and  so  incapable,  as  he  thought  or  had 
heard,  of  holding  property.  How  he  could  have  supposed 
that  the  effect  of  his  sister’s  share  being  no  longer  capable  of 
being  retained  by  her  could  be  to  diminish  his  share,  so  as  to 
make  it  one  sixth  or  one  eighth  instead  of  one  fifth,  it  is  not 
easy  to  understand.  He  might  more  reasonably  have  thought 
that  it  would  increase  it ; and  perhaps,  not  being  much  used 
to  figures  and  calculations,  he  fell  into  the  error  of  supposing 
for  the  moment  that  one  sixth  or  one  eighth  was  a larger  share 
than  a fourth,  as  it  is  said  a member  of  our  assembly  in  very 
early  times  thought  he  was  increasing  the  toll  to  be  taken 
by  millers,  when  he  succeeded  in  substituting  a twelfth  of  a 
bushel  for  a tenth,  as  it  stood  in  the  original  draft  of  the 
itatute  82  Geo.  III.,  ch.  7. 

Whether  he  thought  he  was  giving  to  his  sister’s  husband 
a greater  or  less  share  than  one  fifth,  when  he  spoke  in  the 
letter  written  on  his  deed  of  one  sixth  or  one  eighth, it  is  clear 
that  he  intended  to  convey  all  his  share  of  the  land  granted 
n the  patent,  whatever  it  might  be.  The  deed  itself  imports 
that,  and  the  letter  written  on  the  same  paper  with  the  deed, 
and  bearing  the  same  date,  and  evidently  in  the  same  hand- 
writing, puts  it  beyond  question.  That  writing  is  to  be  read 
by  us  as  if  it  were  in  the  body  of  the  deed, being  contempo- 
raneous, and  on  the  same  sheet  of  paper. 
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But  it  lias  been  contended  that,  even  granting  that  the 
deed  would  not  have  been  fatally  imperfect  in  case  the  two 
blanks  had  never  been  filled  up,  yet  that  the  fact  of  their  being 
filled  up,  as  it  is  admitted  they  were,  after  the  grantor  signed 
and  sealed  the  deed,  would  render  the  deed  void.  We  cannot 
accede  to  that,  for  the  deed  was  not  fully  executed  when  it 
left  the  hands  of  the  grantor,  and  he  had  provided  for  its 
being  made  perfect  before  delivery,  by  expressly  directing 
the  blanks  to  be  properly  filled  up  according  to  the  truth, 
which  he  was  unable  at  the  time  to  do  for  want  of  informa- 
tion. No  case  goes  so  far  as  to  determine  a deed  to  be  void 
when  altered  by  the  consent  of  the  grantor  and  grantee  in 
a part  not  material.  The  case  of  Keane  v.  Smallbone,  (17 
C.  B.  179,)  shews  that  at  the  present  day  at  least  the  courts 
do  not  take  a course  so  inconveniently  rigid. 

We  consider  that  under  the  deed  of  the  8th  of  December, 
1804,  de  Montigny  became  seised  of  the  estate  in  these 
lands  which  had  belonged  to  John  Hay,  the  patentee. 

We  have  next  to  determine  whether  the  plaintiff  has 
proved  himself  entitled  to  the  undivided  fifth  part  granted 
by  the  patent  to  Elizabeth  Hay.  It  was  hardly  imagined » 
we  dare  say,  by  the  plaintiff’s  counsel,  that  his  claim  to  that 
interest  could  be  pronounced  good. 

Whatever  might  have  been  the  case  if  the  province  of 
Quebec  had  always  continued  undivided,  and  subject  to  the 
same  laws  regarding  real  property,  we  know  that  some  years 
before  the  patent  issued,  and  while  the  land  now  in  question 
was  still  in  the  Crown,  the  upper  portion  of  Canada  was 
made  a separate  province,  and  that  its  legislature  had 
adopted  the  law  of  England  as  its  rule  of  decision  in  relation 
to  property  and  civil  rights;  and  we  know  that  when  it  did 
so  adopt  it,  and  for  ages  before,  it  had  ceased  to  be  the  law 
of  England  that  monks  or  nuns  professed  were  to  be  regarded 
as  being  civilly  dead,  so  that  the  next  heir  of  any  such 
p erson  should  succeed  to  his  property,  as  if  he  were  natur- 
ally dead.  But  even  while  such  a disability  was  recognized, 
Sir  William  Blackstone  informs  us  “ the  law  of  England 
took  no  cognizance  of  profession  in  any  foreign  country, 
4 by  which  is  meant  a country  out  of  our  jurisdiction,’  be- 
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cause  the  facts  could  not  be  tried  in  our  courts. ”(a)  It  is 
the  law  of  the  country  in  which  the  land  is  that  governs  the 
succession  to  it,  by  whatever  right,  and  it  need  hardly  be 
said  that  while  Elizabeth  Hay  was  seised  of  this  land,  which 
she  was  some  years  before  she  became  a nun,  and  at  all 
times  since,  there  has  been  no  such  law  existing  in  this 
country  as  rendered  her  incapable  of  holding  her  land 
because  she  had  devoted  herself  to  religious  duties. 

She  never  had  by  any  deed  of  hers  parted  with  her  interest 
in  this  land,  and  had  never,  so  far  as  appears,  authorised 
any  other  person  or  persons  to  make  a conveyance  of  it  in  her 
name.  The  deed  of  the  19th  of  January,  1805,  was  executed 
under  a mistaken  notion  that  her  estate  had  gone  to  her  heir, 
or  to  her  brothers  and  sisters,  while  she  was  yet  living,  which 
she  was  till  1888,  when  she  died  intestate  and  without  issue, 
but  it  could  have  no  effect,  and  it  is  not  necessary  to  go  fur- 
ther into  the  history  of  her  share  than  to  say  that  the  plain- 
tiff failed  to  make  title  to  it,  for  it  would  go,  as  the  law  then 
stood  in  Upper  Canada,  to  her  eldest  brother,  Henry  Hay, 
if  he  were  living  at  the  time,  and  whether  he  was  or  not  we 
do  not  find  stated.  If  he  were  not  then  living,  and  her  share 
in  consequence  went  to  her  next  brother,  John,  it  could  not 
have  passed  by  any  deed  executed  by  him  before  he  became 
seised.  The  deed  which  he  did  execute  in  1805  was  clearly 
intended  to  pass  only  his  original  interest  as  one  of  the  five 
patentees,  and  could  therefore  have  no  effect  under  the  doc- 
trine of  estoppel  to  pass  any  greater  or  other  interest  ac- 
cruing to  him  afterwards. 

In  our  opinion,  therefore,  the  plaintiff  should  recover  for 
one  undivided  fifth  of  the  two  for  which  the  defendant- 
endeavoured  to  make  title,  but  not  for  the  other  fifth  ; that 
is,  not  for  the  share  that  belonged  to  Elizabeth. 


(a)  See  Bla.  Com.,  Yol.  I.,  p.  132;  Archbishop  of  Canterbury’s  case,  2 
Rep.  48  b;  Rex.  v.  Lady  Portington,  1 Salk.  162;  Co.  Lit.  3 b,  note  17, 
132'&;  Thornby  v.  Fleetwood,  1 Str.  347. 
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The  Gre^t  Western  Railway  Company  y.  The  Cor- 
poration of  the  Town  of  Dundas. 

Covenant — Construction — Principal  and  surety — Equitable  defence. 

The  declaration  recited  that  the  Desjardins  Canal  Company  were  indebted 
to  the  plaintiffs  in  £13,000,  which  they  had  agreed  to  pay  before  the  1st 
of  January,  1854 : that  by  the  16  Vic.,  ch.  54,  the  defendants  were  au- 
thorised to  become  security  to  the  plaintiffs  on  account  of  said  company, 
for  certain  improvements  on  their  canal  to  the  extent  of  £15,000  ; and 
that  after  such  statute  defendants  duly  covenanted  with  the  plaintiffs 
that  the  said  company  should  pay  them  the  said  sum  of  £13,000  and 
interest,  on  or  before  the  1st  of  January,  1854,  and  that  in  default 
thereof  defendants  would  pay  the  same. 

Defendants  pleaded,  on  equitable  grounds. — 3.  That  the  plaintiffs  had 
agreed  to  build  for  said  Canal  Company  a certain  bridge  over  a channel  to 
be  cut  by  the  plaintiffs  to  their  canal,  in  consideration  whereof  the  com- 
pany covenanted  to. pay  them  £13,000  on  the  completion  of  said  work, 
which  said  sum  and  the  said  channel  and  bridge  are  the  sum  and  the  im 
provements  mentioned  in  the  declaration  ; that  defendants  in  pursuance 
of  said  statute  entered  into  the  covenant  declared  upon  as  security  for  the 
payment  of  the  Canal  Company  of  said  sum  ; that  the  said  agreement 
of  the  plaintiffs  is  subject  to  a condition  precedent,  that  the  work  should 
be  approved  of  by  the  engineers  of  the  plaintiffs  and  the  Canal  Company, 
&c.,  who  should  report  when  the  same  were  executed,  and  that  no  such 
report  was  made  before  this  suit.  4.  On  equitable  grounds,  that  said 
channel  and  bridge  were  not  completed  before  this  suit. 

The  plaintiffs  replied,  setting  out  the  agreement  in  full,  by  which  it  ap- 
peared that  the  agieement  of  the  Canal  Company  was  to  give  security 
for  the  re-paymeDt  of  the  money  advanced  by  the  plaintiffs  “ at  the 
time  and  in  manner  as  is  stated  in  such  securities.” 

Held,  on  demurrer,  both  pleas  bad,  as  shewing  no  equitable  defence,  for 
the  covenant  by  defendants  was  absolute,  that  the  Canal  Company 
should  pay  on  a certain  day  ; and  by  the  agreement  the  money  was  to 
be  paid  at  the  time  mentioned  in  the  security,  not  to  be  dependent  on 
the  completion  of  the  work. 

Declaration,  that  before  and  at  the  time  of  the 
making  of  the  covenant  and  agreement  hereinafter  men- 
tioned, the  Desjardins  Canal  Company  were  indebted  to  the 
plaintiffs  in  the  sum  of  £18,000,  which  they  had  contracted 
and  agreed  to  pay  to  the  plaintiffs  on  or  before  the  first  day 
of  January,  1851,  with  interest  thereon  from  the  first  day 
of  April,  1853.  That  by  an  act  of  the  parliment  of  this  pro- 
vince, entitled  “An  act  to  authorise  the  town  of  Dundas  to 
grant  its  security  to  the  Great  Western  Railroad  Company, 
on  behalf  of  the  Desjardins  Canal  Company,  for  certain 
improvements  on  the  said  canal/’  (16  Vic.,  ch.  54,)  it  was 
amongst  other  things  enacted,  that  it  should  and  might  be 
lawful  for  the  municipality  of  the  town  of  Dundas,  in  their 
discretion,  to  pass  any  by-law  to  authorise  the  Mayor  and 
Corporation  thereof  to  enter  into  and  become  security  to  the 
plaintiffs  on  account  and  on  behalf  of  the  said  Desjardins 
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Canal  Company,  to  the  extent  of  £15,000,  for  the  debt  so 
contracted  for  the  said  improvements,  and  to  enter  into  and 
execute  any  and  every  such  instrument  or  document  in 
writing  for  carrying  out  and  perfecting  such  security,  as  in 
the  judgment  of  the  Mayor  and  Corporation  might  be  deemed 
necessary  or  expedient ; that  after  the  passing  of  the  said 
act  of  parliament,  and  in  pursuance  of  a by-law  duly  passed 
for  that  purpose,  the  defendant  entered  into  a covenant 
under  their  corporate  seal,  for  securing  the  said  debt  and 
the  interest  thereof,  and  did  thereby  covenant,  promise  and 
agree  to  and  with  the  plaintiffs,  that  the  said  Desjardins 
Canal  Company  should  and  would  on  or  before  the  said  first 
day  of  January,  1854,  well  and  truly  pay  to  the  plaintiffs 
the  sum  of  £18,000,  together  with  the  said  interest,  pro- 
vided that  the  same  should  not  in  the  whole  exceed  £15,000; 
and  that  in  default  of  such  payment,  or  any  portion  thereof, 
by  the  said  Desjardins  Canal  Company,  the  said  defendants 
should  and  would  fully  pay,  satisfy,  and  discharge  the  same  : 
that  default  was  made  in  payment  of  the  said  sum  and  in- 
terest at  the  time  so  appointed,  and  although  the  defendants 
afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  17th  of  December,  1855,  paid 
£10,000  on  account  thereof,  yet  the  residue  still  remains 
due  and  unpaid. 

Defendants  pleaded, on  equitable  grounds.  — 8.  That  before 
the  making  by  them  of  the  covenant  sued  on  the  Desjardins 
Canal  Company  had,  on  the  7th  of  June,  1852,  entered  into 
an  agreement  with  the  plaintiffs  by  which  the  plaintiffs 
agreed  to  build  a certain  bridge  over  a certain  channel,  to 
be  made  and  cut  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the  canal  of  the  said 
Desjardins  Canal  Company,  in  consideration  whereof  the 
said  Canal  Company  covenanted  to  pay  the  plaintiffs  the 
sum  of  £13,000  on  the  completion  of  the  said  channel  and 
bridge  : (which  said  sum  of  £13,000  is  the  same  sum  of 
£18,000,  and  which  said  channel  and  bridge  are  the  improve- 
ments on  the  said  Desjardins  Canal  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned:) that ’the  defendants  afterwards,  and  in  pursuance  of 
the  powers  conferred  upon  them  under  the  provisions  of  the 
act  of  parliament  in  declaration  recited,  entered  into  the 
covenant  and  agreement  in  the  declaration  mentioned  as  col- 
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lateral  security  and  guarantee  for  the  payment  by  the  said 
Desjardins  Canal  Company  to  the  plaintiffs  of  the  said  sum 
of  £13,000.  And  the  defendants  averred  that  the  said  agree- 
ment of  the  said  Desjardins  Canal  Company,  (to  which  the 
defendants’  agreement  was  collateral  as  aforesaid,)  was  and 
is  subject  to  a condition  precedent,  that  the  canal,  cut,  and 
works  referred  to  in  said  principal  agreement,  should  be  in- 
spected and  approved  of  by  a competent  engineer  to  be  chosen 
by  the  said  Desjardins  Canal  Company, together  with  the  engi- 
neer for  the  time  being  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  that  in  the 
event  of  their  failing  to  agree  then  that  they  should  call  in 
another  engineer  to  act  as  umpire,  and  that  the  said  engi- 
neers and  umpire,  or  any  two  of  them,  should  report  when 
the  said  canal,  cut  and  works  were  properly  executed  ac- 
cording to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  said  principal 
agreement.  And  the  defendants  further  averred  that  no  such 
report  by  any  engineer  chosen  by  the  said  Desjardins  Canal 
Company,  together  with  the  engineer  for  the  time  being  of 
the  plaintiffs,  or  by  any  engineer  and  umpire  so  chosen  by 
them  as  aforesaid,  or  by  any  two  of  them,  had  been  made 
before  this  suit ; by  reason  whereof  the  plaintiffs  were  not  in 
equity  entitled  to  call  upon  the  defendants  for  the  payment 
of  the  said  sum  of  £18,000. 

And  for  a fourth  plea,  on  equitable  grounds,  the  defend- 
ants alleged  that  the  said  channel  and  bridge  in  the  last  plea 
mentioned  were  not,  nor  were  either  of  them,  completed 
before  this  suit. 

To  the  third  plea  the  plaintiffs  replied, that  the  said  agree- 
ment made  between  the  plaintiffs  and  the  said  canal  company 
in  the  third  plea  mentioned,  was  as  follows  : The  agreement 
was  then  set  out  in  full ; it  recited  that  it  was  necessary  to 
carry  the  railrod  across  the  canal : that  the  canal  company 
desired  to  improve  the  canal  by  making  a new  channel 
through  Burlington  Heights:  that  the  filling  up  of  the  present 
channel  would  be  an  advantage  to  the  plaintiffs  : tnat  it  had 
been  agreed  that  said  new  channel  should  be  opened, and  the 
present  one  filled  up,  so  that  the  railroad  might  pass  over  it 
without  a bridge,  and  that  the  cost  of  the  change  should  be 
borne  jointly  by  the  companies  in  the  following  proportions ; 
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tlie  canal  company  to  contribute  ^£12,500,  and  the  plaintiffs 
the  residue  : that  the  canal  company  not  having  sufficient 
funds,  it  had  been  agreed  that  the  plaintiffs  should  perform 
dhe  work,  and  advance  that  portion  of  the  expense  to  be 
borne  by  the  canal  company,  “ and  that  the  latter  company 
should  give  security  for  the  repayment  of  the  same  at  the 
time  and  in  manner  as  is  stated  in  such  securities.”  The 
plaintiffs  then  covenanted  that  they  would  perform  with  all 
due  diligence,  &c.,  the  works  mentioned  in  the  plans  and 
specifications  thereto  annexed, causing  no  unnecessary  delay; 
and  the  agreement  concluded  thus : “And  it  is  hereby  fur- 
ther provided  and  agreed,  by  and  between  the  respective 
parties  to  these  presents,  that  upon  the  said  the  Great  West- 
ern Railroad  Company  notifying  the  said  Desjardins  Canal 
Company,  that  the  said  canal,  cut,  and  works  aforesaid  are 
completed,  the  said  the  Desjardins  Canal  Company  shall  ap- 
point a competent  and  experienced  engineer,  who,  in  com- 
pany and  associated  with  the  chief  engineer  for  the  time  be- 
ing of  the  said  the  Great  Western  Railroad  Compand,  shall 
visit  and  inspect  the  same,  and  in  the  event  of  their  failing  to 
agree,  then  they  shall  call  in  another  engineer  or  person  to 
act  as  umpire,  and  when  the  said  engineers  and  umpire,  or 
any  two  of  them,  shall  report  the  said  canal,  cut  and  works, 
properly,  and  according  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of 
these  presents,  executed  and  completed,  the  same  shall  be 
-accepted  by  and  shall  belong  to  the  said  the  Desjardins 
Canal  Company, and  the  said  last  named  company, their  suc- 
cessors and  assigns,  shall  for  ever  be  debarred  from  denying 
or  contesting  their  due  and  proper  execution, completion, and 
acceptance.” 

Having  set  out  this  agreement,  the  plaintiffs  demurred  to 
the  plea,  on  the  ground  that  there  is  no  such  condition  pre- 
cedent in  the  said  agreement  as  in  the  said  plea  alleged,  and 
that  even  if  there  be  such  condition  in  the  said  agreement, 
the  covenant  of  the  defendants  is,  that  the  said  canal  com- 
pany shall  pay  absolutely  at  a certain  day. 

x\nd  they  demurred  also  to  the  fourth  plea,  on  the  ground 
that  the  defendants’  covenant  is  absolute, and  not  dependent 
upon  the  performance  of  the  works  in  the  third  plea  men- 
tioned. 
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Cameron , Q.C.,  for  the  demurrer.  Barton,  contra. 

Bobinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

We  are  satisfied  that  neither  the  third  nor  fourth  plea  can 
be  held  to  be  a good  defence,  legally  or  equitably  speaking. 

The  covenant  entered  into  by  the  corporation  of  the  town 
of  Dundas  is  that  they  will  pay  £13, 000  on  the  1st  of 
January,  1854,  if  the  Desjardins  Canal  Company  should 
fail  to  do  so.  The  Desjardins  Canal  Company,  as  the  plea 
asserts,  may  have  been  only  bound  to  pay  on  the  comple- 
tion of  the  work,  but  still  the  town  could  undertake  and 
did  undertake  to  pay  on  a certain  day,  without  guarding 
themselves  by  any  such  condition,  and  they  are  bound  by 
their  covenant. 

If  equity  could  interfere  it  would  not  be  by  an  absolute 
perpetual  injunction  against  the  plaintiffs  suing,  but  only 
by  restraining  them  till  the  work  was  completed,  and  there- 
fore this  can  be  no  good  equitable  plea  in  an  action  under 
the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act. 

Besides  the  agreement  of  the  7fch  June,  1852,  between 
the  two  companies,  as  it  is  set  out  in  the  record,  shews  that 
what  the  Desjardins  Canal  Company  stipulated  for  was  that 
they  would  repay  the  money  to  be  advanced  by  the  Great 
Western  Bailway  Company,  not,  as  the  plea  asserts,  on  the 
completion  of  the  canal,  but  that  they  “ should  give  security 
for  the  repayment  of  the  same  at  the  time  and  in  manuer 
as  stated  in  such  securities ,”  so  that  the  securities  were  to  fix 
the  time  of  payment,  and  it  was  not  to  be  governed  by  the 
completion  of  the  work,  though  that  may  have  been  in- 
tended. 

Whether  we  act  on  legal  or  equitable  principles,  we  are 
not  to  make  a contract  for  the  parties  where  neither  fraud 
nor  mistake  is  pretended. 

Judgment  for  plaintiffs  on  demurrer. 
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Regina  v.  The  Trustees  of  School  Section  No.  27,  in 
the  Township  of  Tyendinaga,  in  the  County  of 
Hastings. 

School  Trustees— -Mandamus — Attachment — Practice. 

A mandamus  nisi  having  been  issued  to  school  trustees  to  levy  the  amount 
of  a judgment  obtained  against  them,  no  return  was  made,  and  a rule 
nisi  for  an  attachment  issued.  In  answer  to  this  rule  one  trustee  swore 
that  he  had  always  been  and  still  was  desirous  to  obey  the  writ,  and 
had  repeatedly  asked  the  others  to  join  him  in  levying  the  rate,  but  that 
they  had  refused.  Another  swore  that  owing  to  ill  health,  with  the 
consent  of  his  co-trustees  and  the  local  superintendent,  he  had  resigned 
his  office  before  the  writ  was  granted. 

The  court,  under  these  circumstances,  discharged  the  rule  nisi  as  against 
these  two,  on  payment  of  costs  of  the  application,  and  granted  an 
attachment  against  the  other  trustees,  who  had  taken  no  notice  either 
of  the  mandamus  or  rule. 

On  the  18th  of  October,  1880,  a writ  of  mandamus  was 
issued  from  this  court,  directed  to  these  school  trustees, 
commanding  them  to  levy  and  collect,  or  cause  to  be  levied 
and  collected,  from  the  freeholders  and  householders  of  the 
school  section  No.  27,  in  Tyendinaga,  a sum  of  money 
sufficient  for  the  payment  and  satisfaction  of  two  certain 
judgments  recovered  against  the  trustees  of  the  said  school 
section  by  one  John  Waterhouse,  for  the  building  of  a 
school-house  for  the  said  school  section,  or  to  shew  cause 
to  the  contrary  on  the  first  day  of  Michaelmas  Term  then 
next.  The  writ  had  been  ordered  in  Trinity  Term,  1860. 

Copies  of  this  writ,  it  was  sworn,  were  personally  served 
on  the  23rd  of  October  last,  upon  William  Cross  and  James 
Glass,  two  of  the  trustees  of  the  said  school  section,  and 
upon  Robert  Gillespie,  another  of  the  trustees,  the  original 
writ  of  mandamus  being  shewn  to  each  at  the  time  of  service. 

In  Michaelmas  Term  last  an  affidavit  was  made  that  on 
search  in  the  Crown  office  in  Toronto,  on  the  24th  of 
November,  it  did  not  appear  that  the  writ  of  mandamus 
had  been  returned  as  filed.  And  the  court,  upon  applica- 
tion of  Mr.  Sisson,  the  counsel  for  Waterhouse,  ordered  a 
rule  to  issue  upon  the  trustees  to  shew  cause  why  an 
attachment  for  contempt  should  not  issue  against  them  for 
not  returning  the  writ. 

In  answer  to  this  rule,  during  this  term,  Cross,  one  of 
the  trustees,  made  an  affidavit  that  he  had  always  been  and 
still  was  willing  and  desirous  to  levy  the  money  necessary 
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for  satisfying  the  judgments  obtained  by  Waterhouse,  as 
commanded  by  the  writ  of  mandamus,  and  had  repeatedly 
requested  Glass  and  Gillespie,  the  other  trustees,  or  either 
of  them, to  unite  with  him  in  making  a rate  for  that  purpose; 
that  he  had  done  this  both  before  and  after  the  mandamus 
came  to  him,  but  that  they  had  always  refused,  and  that  he 
could  not  alono  impose  and  levy  the  necessary  rate.  He 
made  a return  also  to  the  writ,  under  the  corporate  seal, 
referring  to  his  affidavit  for  his  reason  for  not  executing  the 
command  of  the  writ,  and  his  affidavit  and  return  were 
annexed  to  the  mandamus. 

James  Glass,  another  of  the  trustees,  in  answer  to  the 
rule  nisi  for  attachment,  filed  an  affidavit,  to  the  effect  that, 
being  in  very  ill  health  at  the  time  of  the  election  of  school 
trustees  in  January,  1860,  he  declined  the  office,  protesting 
that  he  could  not  serve  in  ic  on  account  of  the  state  of  his 
health,  but  that  he  was  nevertheless  chosen  : that  his  ill 
health  continuing,  he  solicited  permission  to  resign,  not 
being  able  to  discharge  any  of  the  duties  ; and  he  annexed  a 
letter  received  from  his  co-trustees,  Cross  and  Gillespie, 
dated  the  9th  of  February,  1860,  allowing  him  to  resign  for 
the  reason  given,  and  another  letter  from  the  local  superin- 
tendent, dated  the  14th  of  March,  1860,  consenting  to  his 
being  released  from  his  duties  as  school  trustee. 

Mr.  Glass,  however,  took  no  notice  of  the  writ  of  manda- 
mus till  he  made  his  affidavit  on  the  4th  of  February,  1861, 
nor  Mr.  Cross  till  he  made  his  affidavit  on  the  9th  of  Feb- 
ruary, 1861. 

Mr.  Gillespie  did  not  appear  to  have  taken  any  notice  of 
either  the  mandamus  or  the  rule  nisi  for  attachment. 

Crombie  appeared  for  the  defendant  Glass.  O' Hare  for 
defendant  Cross. 

Robinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

Roth  Cross  and  Glass  failed  to  pay  due  obedience  to  the 
writ  by  returning  to  the  court  the  reasons  which  had  pre- 
vented their  doing  what  they  had  been  directed  to  do.  This 
may  have  arisen  from  their  relying  on  the  sufficiency  of  the 
34  16  u.  c.  q.  b. 


530  queen’s  bench,  Hilary  term,  24  vie.,  i86i. 

reasons, and  not  being  advised  of  the  steps  which  it  was  still 
incumbent  on  them  to  take. 

As  to  them,  therefore,  we  may  discharge  the  rule  nisi  for 
attachment,  on  their  paying  the  costs  of  the  application. 

As  to  the  other  defendant,  Gillespie,  we  grant  the  attach- 
ment. We  might  have  ordered  a peremptory  mandamus, 
when  no  return  had  been  made  in  due  time  to  the  first ; but 
an  attachment  being  moved  for  it  is  proper  to  grant  it 
againt  the  member  of  the  corporation  (Gillespie)  who  has 
been  guilty  of  the  contempt  of  wholly  disobeying  the  man- 
damus, neither  doing  the  act,  nor  manifesting  any  readiness 
to  do  so,  nor  assigning  any  cause  for  not  doing  it. 


Baring  this  term  the  following  gentlemen  were  called  to  the 
bar  : — Peter  O’Brian,  Timothy  Blair  Pardee,  William 
Hrpeurne  Scott,  Charles  Frederick  Goodhue,  Alex- 
ander Bruce,  John  Alexander  MacKenzie,  George 
William  DesVceux,  George  Sudlow  Papps,  Cornelius 
1)  an  ford  Paul,  Charles  Ingersoll  Benson,  James 
WlNDEAT. 
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EASTER  TERM,  ‘24  VICTORIA,  1861. 


Present : 

The  Hon.  Archibald  McLean,  J.  (a) 
“ Robert  Easton  Burns,  J. 


The  New  Brunswick  Oil  Works  Co.  v.  Parsons  et  al. 

Sale  of  good# — Attempt  to  defraud  customs — Complicity  of  defendants — Set- of 

Plaintiffs  had  been  in  the  habit  of  selling  oil  to  the  defendants,  the  terms 
being  payment  on  delivery  free  on  board  at  St.  John’s,  New  Brunswick, 
and  double  invoices  had  been  frequently  sent  by  them,  one  giving  the 
real  selling  price  and  the  other  less.  It  was  not  clear  whether  this  was 
done  at  defendants’  request  or  not,  but  they  had  written  to  the  plain- 
tiffs on  one  occasion,  in  giving  an  order,  to  “ send  invoices  as  before,” 
In  an  action  for  the  price  of  certain  oils  defendants  endeavoured  to  stt 
off  the  value  of  eight  barrels  which  they  had  previously  ordered  and 
paid  for,  but  never  received.  It  appeared  that  when  shipping  this  lot 
the  plaintiff’s  agent  wrote  to  defendants,  “ recommending”  them,  in 
order  “ to  lessen  the  expenses,  and  especially  in  the  duty,”  to  send  the 
bill  of  lading  to  the  plaintiffs’  friends,  R.  & S.,  at  Portland,  with  in- 
structions to  include  it  in  the  same  bond  and  entry  with  other  lots  sent 
to  Messrs.  J.  T.  & Co.,  at  Montreal,  forwarding  agents,  pay  the  duties, 
an  l forward  to  them.  Plaintiffs  accordingly  wrote  to  R.  & S.,  to  do  so, 
an  l this  with  other  lots  consigned  to  R.  & S.,  where  entered  upon  an 
invoice  of  the  whole  furnished  by  the  plaintiffs  under  the  selling  price, 
and  seized  by  the  collector  at  Montreal. 

The  jury  were  directed  that  if  the  eight  Darrels  were  undervalued  by  the 
plaintiffs  without  defendants’  privity  or  consent,  in  order  to  defraud  the 
customs,  the  defendants  might  set  off  the  price  which  they  had  paid  for 
them,  but  that  if  defendants  were  concerned  in  the  fraud  they  could  not. 
Held , that  the  direction  was  right,  aud  that  the  evidence  warranted  a 
verdict  for  the  plaintiffs. 

The  plaintiffs  sued  on  the  common  counts  for  goods  sold 
and  delivered,  money  paid,  and  account  stated. 

Pleas.— 1.  As  to  -£5,  payment  into  court,  as  being  suffi- 
cient to  satisfy  the  plaintiffs’  claim,  and  as  to  the  residue 
not  indebted. 

2.  To  the  residue,  payment  before  action.  3.  Set-off. 

At  the  trial,  at  Toronto,  before  Robinson , C.  J.,  the  par- 
ticulars of  the  plaintiffs’  claim  appeared  to  be  for  twelve 


(a)  The*  Chief  Justice  was  absent  during  thisjterm  owing  to  indisposition 
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barrels  of  oil  furnished  in  February,  1859,  and  fifteen  bar- 
rels in  March,  1859,  besides  some  bank  charges  on  a returned 
draft.  It  appeared  from  the  evidence  that  in  the  summer 
of  the  year  1858,  the  defendants,  who  carried  on  business 
in  Toronto,  applied  to  the  plaintiffs,  who  carried  on  their 
business  in  New  Brunswick,  to  become  agents  for  the  sale 
of  the  plaintiffs’  oil  at  Toronto.  The  plaintiffs  declined  that 
proposition,  but  informed  the  defendants  of  the  terms  upon 
which  they  were  willing  to  deal  with  them,  and  which  were 
that  the  company  did  not  undertake  to  deliver  their  oil 
abroad  at  any  price,  but  would  deliver  it  free  on  board  at 
St.  Johns,  New  Brunswick,  for  cash,  or  for  such  negotiable 
paper  as  could  be  used  in  New  York.  After  this  took  place 
the  defendants  ordered  oil  from  the  plaintiffs,  and  various 
shipments  were  made,  and  invoices  furnished  to  tjie  defen- 
dants, who  themselves  entered  the  goods  at  the  customs  in 
this  province  and  paid  the  duties.  Double  invoices  were 
furnished  sometimes,  the  one  shewing  the  price  to  be  less 
than  the  other.  Whether  this  took  place  on  every  occasion 
was  not  very  clearly  made  out,  nor  was  it  very  satisfactorily 
shewn  whether  there  was  any  agreement  between  the  parties 
that  such  invoices  should-  be  sent  by  the  plaintiffs.  The 
plaintiffs’  witness  stated  that  they  were  sent  to  the  defen- 
dants at  their  own  suggestion,  to  use  or  not  as  they  chose, 
and  as  he  supposed  with  a view  of  defrauding  the  revenue. 
He  further  stated  that  he  did  not  consider  the  invoice  to  be 
lalse,  though  he  could  not  explain  why,  further  than  that  the 
oil  had  not  yet  acquired  any  wTeli  known  marketable  value  or 
price,  being  a new  article  of  commerce.  Then,  on  the  other 
hand,  the  defendants  were  shewn  to  have  written  to  the 
plaintiffs  on  the  26tli  of  November,  1858,  ordering  a furtner 
supply  of  oil,  using  this  expression,  “ Send  invoices  as  be- 
fore,” and  this  expression  they  could  not  explain,  though 
the  writer  of  the  letter  was  examined  as  a witness. 

The  fifteen  barrels  mentioned  in  the  particulars  of  demand 
were  paid  for  by  a bill  of  exchange  for  that  amount,  and  were 
not  in  question  now.  The  twelve  barrels  of  oil  also  mentioned 
in  the  partieulais  were  duly  received  by  the  defendants  in 
Toronto,  and  the  plaintiffs  drew  a bill  of  exchange  on  the 
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defendants  for  the  price,  which  the  defendants  refused  to 
accept  or  pay,  under  the  following  circumstances: 

On  the  4th  of  February,  1859,  the  plaintiffs  shipped  at 
St.  Johns  to  the  defendants  eight  barrels,  and  by  letter  of 
that  date  apprised  the  defendants  of  it,  and  at  the  same 
time  drew  a bill  of  exchange  for  the  price,  which  the  de- 
fendants accepted  and  paid.  Those  eight  barrels  the  de- 
fendants never  received.  In  the  letter  of  the  4th  of  Feb- 
ruary the  plaintiff’s  agent  wrote  respecting  these  to  the 
defendants  in  these  words  : 

‘‘To  lessen  the  expenses,  and  especially  in  the  duty,  I 
recommend  you  to  send  your  bill  of  lading  to  our  friends 
Rhymas  & Starr,  Portland,  with  instructions  to  include  your 
lot  in  the  same  bond  and  entry  with  other  lots  sent  to 
Messrs.  Jacques,  Tracy  & Co.,  Montreal,  forwarding  agents, 
to  pay  the  duties  and  forward  to  you.” 

On  the  11th  of  February  the  defendants  wrote  to  Messrs. 
Rhymas  & Starr  as  follows : 

“ J.  D.  Spurr,  Esq.,  manager  New  Brunswick  0.  W. 
Company,  instructed  us  to  write  you  with  instructions  to 
include  eight  casks  oil,  marked  to  our  address,  with  some 
other  lots,  and  consigned  to  Messrs.  Jacques,  Tracy  & Co., 
Montreal,  with  directions  to  them  to  enter  it  with  the  rest. 
Forward  the  amount  of  duties  to  us.  Your  attention  to 
the  above  will  oblige  and  save  us  some  expense.” 

Again,  on  the  19th  of  February,  the  defendants  wrote  to 
Messrs.  Rhymas  & Starr  as  follows : 

“ We  wrote  you  a few  days  since  requesting  you  to  for- 
ward ten  Barrels  Albertine  oil,  marked  to  our  address,  to 
Messrs.  Jacques,  Tracy  & Co.,  Montreal,  to  enter  and  for- 
ward to  Toronto.  It  was  shipped  on  the  4th  of  February 
from  St.  Johns,  per  schooner  Pearl , of  Portland.  If  it  has 
arrived  will  you  please  forward  at  once  and  advise  us  of  its 
arrival.  We  are  very  much  in  want  of  it,  and  your  prompt 
attention  will  be  of  great  service  to  us.” 

It  appeared  that  those  eight  casks  were  shipped  with  a 
larger  quantity  to  different  persons  in  Montreal  and 
Hamilton,  comprising  altogether  eighty-five  packages.  The 
plaintiffs  sent  an  invoice  of  the  whole  eighty-five  packages, 
for  entry  at  the  customs,  as  consigned  to  Messrs.  Rhymas  & 
Starr,  and  to  be  forwarded  by  Grand  Trunk  Railway  Co., 
to  Messrs.  Jacques,  Tracy  & Co.,  Montreal,  for  account 
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subject  to  order  of  shippers.  The  whole  quantity  was  in- 
voiced at  seventy  cents  per  gallon,  and  the  defendants  had 
always  paid  at  the  rate  of  ninety  cents  per  gallon  for  all  they 
received,  and  they  paid  also  for  these  eight  casks  at  the 
same  rate  by  paying  the  bill  of  exchange  drawn  upon  them. 
The  oil  arrived  at  Montreal,  and  was  there  seized  by  the 
customs  as  undervalued,  and  the  defendants  never  got  it, 
nor  the  plaintiffs. 

Under  the  circumstances  mentioned  the  defendants  con- 
tended that  the  plaintiffs  were  liable  for  the  loss  of  those 
eight  barrels,  and  that  they  had  a right  to  set  off  the  sum 
which  they  had  paid  for  them  in  this  action  brought  for 
the  price  of  the  twelve  barrels. 

The  learned  Chief  Justice  directed  the  jury,  that  if  they 
thought  upon  the  evidence  that  the  plaintiffs  endeavoured  by 
an  arrangement  of  their  own  to  defraud  the  customs,  not  at 
the  instance  or  with  the  privity  and  consent  of  the  defend- 
ants, so  that  the  defendants,  by  the  fault  of  the  plaintiffs, 
and  by  no  fault  of  their  own,  lost  the  oil,  then  the  defendants 
should  be  allowed  to  recover  back  so  much  as  they  had  paid 
for  those  eight  barrels  by  way  of  set-off  against  the  price  of 
the  twelve  barrels.  But  that  if  the  jury  believed  the  defen- 
dants were  in  any  way  concurring  or  conviving,  or  privy  and 
assenting  to  the  attempt  to  enter  by  an  untrue  invoice,  then 
they  could  not  complain  of  the  loss,  and  having  paid  for  the 
eight  barrels  under  such  circumstances  they  could  not  re- 
cover the  money  back,  and  consequently  could  not  set  it 
off ; and  in  such  case  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  recover 
the  price  of  the  twelve  barrels  not  paid  for. 

In  dealing  with  the  question,  the  jury  were  also  directed 
to  consider  the  effect  of  the  invoice  and  consignment  of  the 
oil  to  Messrs.  Jacques,  Tracy  & Co.,  of  Montreal,  subject  to 
the  plaintiffs’  orders,  which  applied  to  the  whole  eighty-five 
packages,  and  so  covered  the  eight  addressed  to  the  defen- 
dants; that  if  the  plaintiffs’  object  was  to  retain  a control 
over  the  property  alter  its  arrival  at  Montreal,  then  with 
respect  to  this  particular  lot  it  could  not  be  said  to  have 
been  delivered  at  St.  Johns,  and  in  that  case  the  act  of 
entry  at  the  custom  might  fairly  enough  be  said  to  have 
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Been  the  plaintiff’s  own  act,  for  which  they  alone  were 
responsible. 

The  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  whole  twelve 
barrels,  £125. 

Adam  Crooks  during  last  term  obtained  a rule  calling 
upon  the  plaintiffs  to  shew7  cause  why  the  verdict  should  not 
be  set  aside,  and  a new  trial  had,  on  the  ground  that  the 
verdict  was  contrary  to  law  and  evidence,  in  this,  that  it 
appeared  from  the  evidence  that  the  plaintiffs  were  guilty  of 
an  attempted  fraud  on  the  revenue  for  part  of  the  oil,  and 
therefore  could  not  recover  for  any  part  of  their  claim  in 
this  action,  for  the  fraud  would  vitiate  the  whole ; or  why 
the  verdict  should  not  be  reduced  by  deducting  the  sum  of 
£100,  the  price  of  the  eight  barrels  of  oil  which  were  lost 
to  the  defendants  by  the  unauthorised  act  of  the  plaintiffs  > 
or  why,  upon  payment  into  court  by  the  defendants  of  the 
sum  of  £25,  there  should  not  be  a new  trial  in  respect  of 
the  set-off  for  the  eight  barrels,  on  the  ground  already 
mentioned.  He  cited  Cundell  v.  Dawson,  4 C.  B.  376; 
Ritchie  v.  Smith,  6 C.  B.  462. 

Freeland  shewed  cause,  and  cited  Leith  v.  O’Neill,  19  U. 
0.  R.  233  ; Orr  v.  Spooner,  lb.  601. 

McLean,  J. — It  appears  by  the  evidence  that  the  plain- 
tiffs’ manager  in  New  Brunswick  was  quite  willing  by  fur- 
nishing a false  invoice  to  assist  the  plaintiffs  in  attempting 
do  defraud  the  revenue  of  this  province,  if  they  thoaghtproper 
to  do  so  ; and  if  this  action  were  for  the  price  of  any  goods 
lost  or  seized  in  consequence  of  such  attempt,  I should  have 
no  difficulty  in  holding  that  in  consequence  of  the  participa  - 
tion in  the  intended  fraud  the  plaintiffs  could  not  recover. 
The  furnishing  a false  invoice  by  putting  the  price  at  a 
much  lower  amount  than  the  true  price  at  the  market  in 
which  the  goods  are  purchased  is  a very  common  mode  of 
assisting  in  such  frauds.  Without  such  invoice  or  a feigned 
one  the  attempt  could  not  be  made,  and  the  former  is  much 
more  convenient  than  the  latter,  and  probably  more  easily 
proved,  if  any  difficulty  on  that  point  ever  occurs  amorist 
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persons  whose  consciences  allow  them  to  cheat  the  public  by 
defrauding  the  revenue.  This,  however,  is  not  an  action  for 
goods  with  respect  to  which  any  attempt  has  been  made  to 
enter  at  the  custom  house  at  a price  inferior  to  the  price 
actually  paid  in  the  foreign  market.  The  price  of  the  eight 
barrels  which  have  been  lost  to  the  defendants  has  been 
paid.  The  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  be  paid  on  delivery  of 
their  oil  on  board  of  a sea-worthy  vessel  at  St.  John’s,  New 
Brunswick,  but  a question  might  arise  as  to  their  right  to 
recover  if  their  agent  took  upon  himself  to  give  directions 
as  to  the  forwarding  from  Portland  to  Montreal,  and  the 
entry  at  the  custom  house  there  of  such  goods,  so  that  the 
same  were  seized  and  became  forfeited  ; or  if  the  goods 
were  seized  on  an  invoice  being  presented  which  had  been 
prepared  for  the  fraudulent  purpose  of  deceiving  the  customs 
authorities.  In  this  case,  however,  the  defendants  them- 
selves, by  their  letters  to  Messrs.  Bhymas  & Starr,  at  Port- 
land, gave  directions  to  have  the  goods  forwarded  to  Messrs. 
Jacques,  Tracey  & Go.,  and  they  must  have  sent  to  the  same 
parties  the  invoice  which  they  wished  to  have  presented  at 
the  custom  house  for  the  payment  of  duties.  It  is  true  the 
plaintiffs’  ageut  recommended  the  course  pursued,  but  he 
gave  no  orders  or  instructions  to  any  body  with  respect  to 
the  oil.  The  owners,  the  defendants,  are  the  only  persons 
who  gave  any  orders  with  respect  to  their  goods,  and  that 
they  were  quite  willing  to  avail  themselves  of  Mr.  Spurr’s 
recommendation  to  lessen  the  expenses , and  especially  in  the 
duties , is  quite  evident  from  the  fact  that  in  the  course  of 
15  days,  between  the  4th  of  December,  when  the  goods  were 
shipped  at  St.  Johns,  and  the  19th,  the  defendants  wrote 
twice  to  Messrs.  Bhymas  & Starr  about  forwarding  the 
goods  to  Jacques,  Tracy  & Co.,  and  directing  them  to  pay 
duties  and  forward  from  Montreal;  but  if  the  plaintiffs’ 
agent  had  joined  the  defendants  in  any  acts,  and  they  acted 
jointly  in  the  endeavour  to  lessen  the  expenses,  and  especial- 
ly in  the  duties,  the  payment  of  the  full  value  of  that  parcel 
of  goods  to  the  plaintiffs  would  put  it  out  of  the  power  of  the 
defendants  to  raise  any  question  respecting  tnem.  They 
could  not  call  upon  the  plaintiffs  to  refund  the  money  they 
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liad  received  in  payment  of  their  goods,  because  the  goods 
had  been  lost  to  them  in  consequence  of  proceedings  in 
which  they  had  themselves  participated  to  defraud  the 
revenue. 

Then  as  to  the  last  twelve  barrels,  which  they  wish  to 
meet  by  the  former  payment  on  goods  that  were  lost  to  them^ 
the  transaction  appears  to  be  quite  distinct  from  the  other. 
By  the  contract  with  respect  to  them  they  were  payable 
by  defendants  on  delivery  on  board  at  St.  Johns.  At  that 
time  the  bill  for  the  value  of  the  eight  barrels  lost  had  been 
paid,  and  that  transaction  was  ended.  The  newr  contract 
with  respect  to  the  twelve  barrels  could  not  depend  on  any 
matter  connected  with  a former  contract  for  the  sale  of 
goods  which  had  been  closed  by  payment. 

When  the  eight  barrels  shipped  at  St,  Johns  on  the  4tli 
of  February  arrived  at  Portland,  they  were  subject  to  the 
defendants’  order.  They  ordered  them  to  be  sent  to  Mon- 
treal to  particular  parties  there,  with  instructions  as  to  the 
entry  and  forwarding.  How  can  they  get  rid  of  that  as  an 
interference  on  their  part  with  the  goods  as  the  owners  ? If 
they  afterwards  were  lost  contrary  to  the  expectation  then 
entertained,  the  defendants  can  not  throw  the  loss  upon 
others,  or  get  rid  of  the  responsibility  of  their  own  acts. 

It  appears  to  me  that  the  verdict  is  right  according  to 
the  evidence,  and  that  there  is  no  principle  of  law  involved 
which  can  prevent  the  plaintiffs  recovering  the  amount 
under  the  circumstances  proved. 

Burns,  J. — The  defendants  do  not  in  any  way  complain 
of  the  charge  of  the  Chief  Justice,  and  indeed  they  could 
not. 

The  first  part  of  the  defendants’  rule  is  based  upon  the 
proposition  that  the  whole  of  the  dealings  between  the 
parties  are  to  be  considered  one  transaction  as  it  were,  and 
payments  made  on  account,  although  the  articles  may  have 
been  ordered  at  different  times, and  because  the  plaintiffs  have 
rendered  some  accounts  since  all  the  dealings  closed,  treating 
the  matter  in  that  wray,  and  because  the  bill  of  particulars 
attached  to  the  record  carries  out  that  idea  ; and  then,  if  so, 
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that  the  fraud  which  they  contend  to  be  established  against 
the  plaintiffs  vitiates  their  right  to  claim  any  part  of  the 
demand.  Suppose  it  to  be  as  defendants  contend,  that  an 
account  was  rendered  after  all  the  dealings  closed  shewing 
what  is  alleged,  though  as  to  that  the  plaintiffs  contend  that 
such  an  account,  though  looked  over  at  the  trial,  yet  was  not 
used  or  put  in  evidence,  that  would  not  in  my  opinion  make 
any  difference.  When  we  look  over  the  different  transactions, 
we  see  that  for  each  particular  shipment  a bill  of  exchange 
was  drawn  on  the  defendants  for  payment  of  that  quantity* 
thus  rendering  each  transaction  an  isolated  one,  quite  inde- 
pendent of  any  other.  Also  the  act  of  entry  at  the  customs 
is  distinct,  for  the  plaintiffs  had  nothing  whatever  to  do  with 
any  entry  except  in  respect  of  the  eight  barrels.  As  to  all 
the  others,  the  defendants  themselves  did  that.  There  is 
therefore  no  ground  for  saying  that  the  plaintiffs  were  not 
entitled  to  a verdict  for  something,  and  the  next  considera- 
tion is  in  regard  to  the  eight  barrels  which  were  seized. 

I have  looked  at  the  cases  cited  by  Mr.  Crooks,  Candell 
v.  Dawson,  (4  C.  B.  876,)  and  Bitehie  v.  Smith,  (6  C.  B. 
462  ; — and  the  law  as  respects  the  participation  by  both 
parties  in  an  act  or  agreement  having  the  effect  of  contra- 
vening the  law,  and  so  disabling  either  of  them  from  asking 
a court  to  enforce  it  in  any  way,  was  properly  enough  stated 
to  the  jury  by  the  Chief  Justice.  Then  the  only  question 
left  was  in  what  light  the  evidence  would  strike  the  minds 
of  the  jury  as  to  whose  fault  it  was  those  eight  barrels  were 
lost.  They  thought  the  fault  lay  with  the  defendants. 
Before  we  could  interfere  we  must  see  that  such  finding  is 
wrong,  and  without  evidence,  or  at  all  events  that  the 
evidence  so  much  preponderates  against  the  finding,  that  it 
evidently  leads  the  mind  to  the  conclusion  that  on  another 
occasion  the  verdict  would  in  all  probability  be  the  other 
way.  Now  looking  at  the  facts,  we  see  that  defendants  were 
furnished  with  double  invoices,  and  as  the  witness  swore  at 
their  suggestion.  Whether  they  in  entering  at  the  customs 
used  the  lesser  price  we  are  not  informed.  We  see  by  the 
defendants’  letter  that  they  asked  for  ‘‘invoices  as  before,” 
whatever  that  may  mean.  As  regards  the  eight  barrels,  we 
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find  the  plaintiffs  suggesting  to  the  defendants  to  have  them 
consigned  to  Messrs.  Jacques,  Tracy  & Co.,  Montreal, 
through  the  plaintiffs’  friends,  Messrs.  Rhyrnas  & Starr,  of 
Portland,  for  the  purpose  of  lessening  the  expenses,  and 
especially  the  duty.  Then  we  find  the  defendants  acting 
upon  that,  and  giving  directions  accordingly.  We  are  not 
informed  that  any  particular  price  was  mentioned  to  the 
defendants  for  entry  at  the  customs,  but  we  see  that  the 
plaintiffs  suggested  to  them  the  means  of  saving  both 
expenses  and  duty,  and  we  see  the  defendants  writing  to 
those  friends  of  the  plaintiffs:  “ Forward  the  amount  of 

duties  to  us.  Your  attention  to  the  above  will  oblige  and 
save  us  some  expense.”  It  was  not  at  all  an  unnatural 
supposition  of  the  jury  that  the  defendants,  whether  they 
were  informed  or  not  of  any  particular  price  which  was 
intended  to  be  given  for  entry,  were  perfectly  well  aware 
that  whatever  was  done  by  or  through  the  plaintiffs’  friends, 
either  in  respect  of  expenses  or  duties,  they  were  to  be  ben- 
elitted  by  it.  On  this  evidence,  it  is  out  of  the  question  to 
say  that  the  plaintiffs’  act,  assuming  that  act  caused  the 
entry  to  be  made,  or  rather  attempted  to  be  made,  was  not 
an  authorised  act  on  theit  part. 

With  respect  to  the  point  whether  the  goods  were  subject 
to  the  plaintiffs’  orders  at  Montreal,  and  so  may  be  said  not 
to  have  been  delivered  in  St.  Johns,  no  doubt  the  legal 
effect  of  the  invoice  and  bill  of  lading  of  the  85  packages,  if  ’ 
looked  at  alone,  would  be  that  it  would  be  construed  no  deli- 
very till  they  had  given  their  orders.  Here,  however,  we 
find  the  eight  packages  addressed  to  the  defendants  with 
others,  but  as  regards  those  eight  packages  the  plaintiffs,  on 
the  day  they  were  shipped,  4th  February,  1859,  sent  the 
defendants  an  invoice  and  bill  of  lading  of  them,  and  sug- 
gested to  the  defendants  to  send  that  bill  of  lading  to  the 
plaintiffs’  friends,  in  order  to  include  it  in  the  same  entry 
in  bond  with  others,  and  then  to  be  sent  to  Messrs.  Jacques, 
Tracy  & Co.,  to  pay  the  duties  and  forward  to  the  defend- 
ants, and  the  defendants  adopt  this  mode.  I apprehend  the 
delivery  was  complete  in  the  defendants,  lor  though  the  legal 
construction  of  the  invoice  and  bill  of  lading  be  that  the 
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property,  while  passing  on  from  St.  Johns  to  Montreal,  was 
subject  to  the  shippers’  orders,  yet  on  the  same  day  the 
property  was  shipped  the  plaintiffs  sent  the  bill  of  lading 
of  the  eight  barrels  to  the  defendants,  and  suggested  to 
them  a source,  whereby  to  get  the  property  at  a lesser 
expense  and  duty  than  they  had  been  in  the  habit  of  pay- 
ing, which  makes  out  a complete  delivery  order,  and  thus 
still  amounting  to  a delivery  at  St.  Johns. 

I think  the  rule  should  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 


Merritt  y.  John  Nevin  and  Peter  Neyin. 

Sale  of  goods — Action  tor  deceit  as  to  title — Right  to  recover  costs  of  suit 
brought  by  purchaser. 

Defendants  sold  to  the  plaintiff  and  received  the  purchase  money  for  some 
wheat  which  they  represented  to  be  their  own,  but  which  belonged  to  one 
B.,  who  obtained  it  from  the  railway  company  in  whose  cars  it  was.  The 
plaintiff  sued  the  company  for  delivering  it  to  B.,  and  the  action  was  re- 
ferred and  decided  against  him,  defendants  being  present  at  the  arbitra 
tion,  but  it  was  not  shewn  that  they  were  otherwise  concerned  in  the 
suit.  Plaintiff  then  sued  the  defendants  for  the  deceit,  claiming  as 
special  damages  the  costs  of  this  unsuccessful  action. 

Held,  that  such  costs  could  not  be  recovered. 

The  declaration  was  special,  and  stated  that  on  the  21st 
of  December,  1859,  the  defendants  represented  to  the  plain- 
tiff that  they  had,  as  of  their  own  property,  at  a particular 
place,  600  bushels  of  wheat,  and  offered  to  sell  the  same, 
and  then  did  contract  to  sell  and  deliver  the  same  to  the 
plaintiff  for  $800  : that  the  plaintiff  paid  that  sum  to  the 
defendants  as  the  full  purchase  money,  and  the  wheat  was 
delivered  to  the  plaintiff,  whereas  the  wheat  was  not  the 
defendants’  property,  but  was  the  property  of  one  Enos 
Bunnell,  who  took  and  appropriated  it  to  his  own  use.  The 
plaintiff  averred  that  in  and  about  endeavouring  to  maintain 
his  right  to  the  wheat,  and  in  and  about  a certain  action 
brought  in  respect  thereof,  he  was  put  to  and  laid  out  and 
expended  a large  sum  of  money,  to  wit  $400.  Common 
counts  were  added. 

Defendants  pleaded  severally,  each  denying  any  contract 
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with  the  plaintiff  as  alleged,  or  that  the  wheat  was  the  pro- 
perty of  Enos  Bunnell  as  alleged  ; and  never  indebted. 

The  trial  took  place  at  Brantford  before  Draper,  C.  J., 
and  the  facts  of  the  case  appeared  as  follow  : The  defend- 
ants, represented  to  an  agent  of  the  plaintiff  who  purchased 
wheat  for  him,  that  they  had  a quantity  of  wheat, amounting 
to  610  bushels,  contained  in  two  cars  at  the  Carronbrook 
station  on  the  Buffalo  and  Lake  Huron  railway.  The  plain- 
tiff’s agent  purchased  the  wheat  and  paid  them  $542  97c. 
for  it.  It  turned  out  afterwards  that  the  wheat  belonged  to 
Mr.  Enos  Bunnell,  it  having  been  purchased  with  Bunnell’s 
money  by  one  of  the  defendants,  who  acted  for  him  as  an 
agent  in  buying  wheat.  Bunnell  got  the  wheat,  whereupon 
the  plaintiff  brought  an  action  against  the  Buffalo  and  Lake 
Huron  Bailway  Company  for  delivering  the  wheat  to  Bun- 
nell after  it  had  been  placed  in  the  company’s  possession  to 
be  forwarded  add  delivered  to  the  plaintiff.  The  action  was 
referred  to  arbitration,  and  the  arbitrators  decided  in  favour 
of  the  company,  and  against  the  plaintiff's  claim.  Both  the 
defendants  were  present  at  the  arbitration. 

The  present  action  was  brought  to  recover  back  the  money 
paid  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendants,  and  for  the  costs 
which  the  plaintiff  was  put  to  iu  bringing  that  action,  and 
which  he  had  to  pa\7  the  company’s  solicitor  for  costs  of 
defence. 

It  was  proved  that  the  costs  paid  by  the  plaintiff  to  the 
company,  as  costs  of  their  defence,  was  $187  12c.,  and  it 
was  said  that  the  plaintiff's  own  costs  in  his  action  would  be 

as  much  more. 

The  jury  gave  a verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  his  money  and 
interest,  $588  10c.,  and  for  the  bills  of  costs,  $374  24c. 

The  Chief  Justice  reserved  leave  to  the  defendants  to  move 
the  court  to  reduce  the  verdict  by  both  or  either  bill  of  costs, 
if  the  defendants  were  not  liable  in  this  action  for  the  costs 
of  that  suit  which  the  plaintiff  brought  and  failed  in. 

Ah  Kingsmili  obtained  a rule  nisi  during  last  term  accord- 
ing to  the  leave  reserved.  He  cited  Short  v.  Kalloway,  11 
A.  & E.  28;  Tindall  v.  Bell,  11  M.  & W.  228  ; Forsyth  v. 
McIntosh,  9 C.  P.  492. 
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E.  B.  Wood  shewed  cause,  and  cited  Williams  v.  Burrell 
1 C.  B.  402,  425,  427,  488  ; Biyth  v.  Smith,  5 M.  & Gr, 
405  ; Mayne  on  Damages,  25-80. 

McLean,  J. — No  evidence  was  given  that  the  action  in 
which  the  costs  were  incurred  had  been  brought  by  the  plain- 
tiff at  the  instance  of  the  defendants  for  the  purpose  of  main- 
taining his  right  to  the  wheat,  nor  does  it  appear  in  any  way 
that  it  was  an  action  brought  against  the  plaintiff  which  the 
defendants,  as  the  sellers  of  the  wheat,  were  equitably  bound 
to  defend  on  receiving  notice  to  do  so.  All  that  does  appear 
is  that  an  action  was  brought  against  the  Buffalo  and  Lake 
Huron  Bailway  Company,  as  it  is  alleged,  in  reference  to  the 
wrheat,  in  which  action  the  plaintiff  was  unsuccessful.  Leave 
was  reserved  to  the  defendants  to  move  to  reduce  the  ver- 
dictfcby  striking  off  the  amount  of  the  costs. 

If  the  jury  had  rendered  additional  damages  against  the 
defendants  for  practising  so  gross  a deceit,  even  to  the 
amount  of  the  costs,  the  verdict  would  scarcely  have  been 
objectionable  on  that  account;  but  the  amount  does  not  ap- 
pear to  have  been  allowed  as  a sum  disbursed  in  some  action 
to  which  the  plaintiff  was  necessarily  exposed,  or  which  he 
was  obliged  to  bring  to  defend  his  interests  in  consequence 
of  the  deceit  of  the  defendants, and  their  fraud  in  selling  to 
him  property  not  their  own,  of  which  action  they  had  re- 
ceived due  notice. 

It  it  'were  quite  clear  that  the  action  in  which  the  costs  are 
alleged  to  have  been  incurred  was  one  of  that  description,! 
should  find  it  difficult  to  hold  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  en- 
titled to  recover  the  full  amount  of  costs  incurred  by  him 
in  that  action.  But  in  the  present  case  there  is  nothing  to 
shew  what  the  action  was,  or  why  it  was  commenced,  or 
whether  the  defendants  were  or  were  not  interested  in  it, or 
legally  or  equitably  bound  to  pay  or  bear  the  costs  of  it. 

In  the  case  of  Sandback  v.  Thomas,  (1  Stark,  N,  P.  C. 
B06,)which  was  an  action  on  the  case  for  maliciously  holding 
to  bail,  Lord  Ellenborough  held  that  if  a person  by  his  act 
subject  a party  to  a legal  liability  to  pay  a sum  of  money  to 
another,  he  is  bound  to  indemnify  against  such  payment . 
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The  same  principle  as  to  the  right  to  recover  such  damages 
in  a proper  form  of  action  is  recognized  in  the  case  of  Hollo- 
way v.  Turner  (6  Q.  B.  928) ; Lewis  v.  Peake  (7  Taunt. 
158,  2 Marsh.  431,)  and  other  cases. 

The  declaration  in  this  case  does  not  set  forth  in  sufficient 
terms  any  ground  of  action  for  damages  beyond  the  actual 
deceit  in  selling  the  wheat  to  the  plaintiff  and  taking  pay- 
ment for  it  as  if  it  were  their  own,  and  therefore  the  plain- 
tiff cannot  be  allowed  to  recover  as  damages  the  costs  of  an 
action  for  which  no  sufficient  foundation  is  laid. 

In  a very  recent  case,  Pow  v.  Davis,  (4  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S. 
399,)  the  court  decided  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to 
recover  costs  of  a former  action  which  he  had  defended  at  the 
instance  of  the  defendant  in  that  case.  The  defendant,  Davis, 
professing  to  act  under  the  authority  of  the  owner,  agreed  to 
let  a house  to  the  plaintiff  for  a term  of  years  at  a certain 
rent,  and  plaintiff  was  let  in  possession.  The  owner  of  the 
house  refused  to  ratify  the  agreement,  and  brought  an  action 
of  ejectment  and  dispossessed  the  plaintiff.  The  defendant 
was  aware  of  that  action,  and  by  his  advice,  and  under  his 
direction,  it  was  defended.  The  plaintiff  after  being  evicted 
brought  an  action  against  defendant,  and  sought  to  recover 
damages  from  defendant  for  being  evicted,  and  the  costs  of 
the  action  brought  against  him,  which  were  made  a special 
ground  of  damage  in  the  declaration,  but  the  court  held 
that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover  the  costs  of  that  action. 

The  rule,  I think,  must  be  made  absolute,  to  reduce  the 
verdict  to  $588. 10c.,  by  striking  off  the  amount  of  costs 
included  in  it. 

Burns,  J. — The  cases  cited  by  Mr.  Wood  are  very  dif- 
ferent from  the  present.  The  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  claim 
the  costs  of  the  action  he  brought  against  the  railway 
company  is  not  vested  upon  any  contract  of  indemnity 
between  the  plaintiff  and  defendants,  either  express  or 
implied,  in  respect  of  the  wheat,  which  would  cover  or 
embrace  costs  and  expenses  the  plaintiff  might  be  put  to  in 
asserting  title,  nor  upon  any  warranty  that  the  defendants 
gave  that  the  wheat  was  their  property.  It  is  rested 
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entirely  upon  the  point  that  the  defendants  made  a false 
representation  as  to  their  ownership,  and  consequently 
it  was  a fraud  upon  the  plaintiff.  Granted  that  it  is  so, 
still  I do  not  see  that  it  warrants  the  plaintiff  in  un- 
dertaking an  action  without  being  sanctioned  to  do  so 
in  some  wray  by  the  defendants.  It  is  said  they  were 
present  at  the  arbitration,  but  it  is  not  suewn  that  they 
directed  the  action  to  be  brought,  or  in  fact  knew  an}7  thing 
of  it  until  they  were  before  the  arbitrator,  when  they  were 
called  as  witnesses.  It  would  seem,  so  far  as  we  can  judge 
from  the  evidence,  that  the  foundation  of  the  plaintiff’s 
action  against  the  railway  company  was  that  there  had 
been  a delivery  by  the  defendants  to  the  plaintiff,  and  by 
the  plaintiff  to  the  company  for  the  purpose  of  carriage  and 
deliver}7  to  him.  The  two  defendants,  after  the  transaction 
of  bargaining  with  the  plaintiff’s  agent  about  the  wheat, 
quarrelled,  and  one  of  them  caused  the  wheat  to  be  sent  to 
the  true  and  proper  owner.  Under  these  circumstances,  it 
behoved  the  plaintiff  to  see  well  to  the  ground  he  stood  on 
before  he  ventured  to  bring  an  action  against  the  railway 
company.  It  is  said  the  declaration  is  special  claiming  the 
costs,  and  that  fact  should  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  a favourable 
consideration,  but  that  is  repudiated  in  Holloway  v.  Turner, 
(6  Q.  B.  928.)  We  had  not  very  long  since  to  consider  a 
similar  question  of  costs  in  Taylor  v.  Strachan,  (16  U.  C- 
R,  76.)  See  Pow  v.  Davis,  (4  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  899.) 

I think  the  rule  must  be  made  absolute  to  reduce  the 
verdict  by  striking  out  $874.24. 

Rule  absolute. 


Read  v.  Weir. 

Arbitration,— Remitting  matters  back — 6'.  L.  P.  A .,  sec.  164. 

The  effect  of  the  C.  L.  P.  A.,  sec.  lt>4,  enabling  the  court  to  remit  matters 
back  to  the  arbitrator,  is  not  to  alter  in  any  way  his  power  or  authority, 
and  the  court  therefore  refused  to  interfere  upon  an  objection  not  ap 
parent  on  the  face  of  the  award,  that  in  considering  the  nature  of  the 
work  claimed  for  as  rock  or  stone  excavation  he  had  not  conformed 
.10  the  engineer’s  certificate,  which  it  was  contended  hound  the  plaintiff 

This  cause  was  carried  down  to  the  assizes  held  at  Niagara, 
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in  the  fall  of  1860,  and  a verdict  taken  for:  the  plaintiff  for 
£2,500,  subject  to  a reference  to  Mr.  Miller,  of  St.  Catha- 
rines-, a barrister,  by  consent  of  the  parties. 

Mr.  Miller  made  his  award  on  the  28rd  of  March,  1861, 
and  thereby  awarded  to  the  plaintiff  £2,808  12s.  3d. 

Eccles,  Q.  C.,  during  last  term,  moved  to  set  aside  the 
award,  or  to  refer  the  matter  back  to  the  arbitrator  under 
the  following  circumstances: — Che  defendant  Weir  was  a 
contractor  under  Messrs.  Gzowski  & Co.,  the  constructors 
of  the  western  section  of  the  Grand  Trunk  Bailway,  and  had 
sublet  a portion  of  his  work  to  the  plaintiff.  Weir  was 
bound  in  his  contract  with  Gzowski  & Co.  to  abide  by  the 
determination  of  the  engineer  appointed  to  superintend  and 
measure  the  work,  both  as  to  measurement  and  as  to  what 
constituted  rock  excavation  and  earth  excavation.  There 
was  no  difference  between  the  parties  as  to  the  measurement, 
but  the  dispute  was  in  respect  to  what  constituted  rock  ex- 
cavation. The  defendant  had  been  paid  by  Messrs.  Gzowski 
& Co.,  under  the  engineer’s  certificate,  and  he  contended 
that  the  certificate  bound  this  plaintiff  also,  because  in  the 
plaintiff’s  contract  to  do  the  work  he  bound  himself  to  take 
payment  according  to  the  measurement,  and  also  what  the 
engineer  determined  should  be  considered  rock  and  what 
should  be  earth  excavation. 

The  arbitrator  furnished  a paper,  shewing  specifically 
what  number  of  yards  he  considered  rock,  and  what  he 
considered  earth  excavation,  but  what  evidence  he  acted 
upon  was  not  shewn.  The  difference  between  the  two  at 
the  contract  prices  when  computed  was  very  nearly  the 
whole  amount  of  the  award. 

Burns,  J. — It  is  not  complained  against  the  award  that 
there  is  any  thing  wrong  upon  the  face  of  it,  nor  is  any 
complaint  made  against  the  arbitrator,  but  the  complaint 
is  made  upon  the  broad  ground  that  the  arbitrator  acted 
illegally  in  not  holding  the  plaintiff  bound  to  the  legal 
terms  and  meaning  of  the  contract. 

I think  the  case  of  Hodgkinson  v.  Fernie,  3 (C.  B.  N.  S. 
189)  is  decisive  against  granting  any  rule.  In  that  case 
85  16  u.  «.  q.  b. 
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the  court  was  asked  to  set  aside  the  award  made  under  a 
reference  just  as  in  this  case,  or  to  refer  the  case  back 
to  the  arbitrator,  because  the  arbitrator  had  improperly 
allowed  a sum  to  be  recovered  as  damages  which  it  was 
contended  the  plaintiff  had  no  legal  right  to  recover.  The 
effect  of  the  recent  provision  for  referring  back  matters  to 
an  arbitrator,  where  there  is  either  a mistake  in  law  or  fact 
is  much  considered.  Cockburn , C.  J.,  says,  “ Without 

entering  into  a consideration  of  the  merits  of  the  case,  or 
enquiring  whether  or  not  the  arbitrator  was  right  in  allow- 
ing the  sum  in  question  as  damages  in  the  action,  I am  of 
opinion  that  we  have  no  jurisdiction.” 

The  whole  court  were  dearly  of  opinion  that  the  new 
provisions  did  not  vary  the  law  so  as  to  alter  the  power  and 
character  of  the  arbitrator,  and  enable  the  court  to  say 
that  his  decision  shall  no  longer  be  final  either  as  to  the 
law  or  the  facts.  The  rule  must  be  refused. 

McLean,  J.,  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 


Regina  v.  Fitzgerald. 

Quarter  sessions — New  trial — C.  S.  U.  C.  ch.  113. 

Defendant  was  convicted  of  an  assault  at  the  quarter  sessions  and  fined, 
but  during  the  same  sessions  he  obtained  a new  trial  on  his  own  affi- 
davit, and  was  acquitted  at  the  following  sessions.  Held,  that  the 
quarter  sessions  had  authority  to  grant  such  new  trial,  and  that  this 
court  could  not  intei  fere 

An  indictment  was  found  at  the  general  quarter  sessions 
held  at  Perth,  for  the  united  counties  of  Lanark  and  Ren- 
frew, in  March,  1860,  against  the  defendant  for  assault  and 
battery,  alleged  to  have  been  committed  on  the  1st  of  Decem- 
ber, 1859.  The  defendant  was  convicted  on  the  14th  of 
Marcii,  i860,  and  the  same  day  sentenced  to  pay  a fine  of 
one  shilling  and  the  costs,  and  to  stand  committed  until  the 
fine  and  costs  were  paid.  On  the  second  day  after  the  sen- 
tence was  pronounced,  the  defendant  made  an  application  to 
the  sessions  for  a new  trial  upon  his  own  affidavit,  stating 
that  he  was  not  guilty  of  having  committed  the  assault,  and 
complaining  that  the  evidence  offer  e 1 against  him  was  con- 
tradicted, and  that  the  jury  did  not  properly  weigh  the 
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evidence.  The  court  set  aside  the  conviction,  and  ordered 
a new  trial,  with  costs  to  abide  the  event.  The  defendant 
was  again  tried  at  the  sessions  held  in  June,  1860,  and  was 
then  acquitted. 

These  proceedings  having  been  removed  by  the  Crown 
upon  a writ  of  certiorari  into  this  court,  R.  A.  Harrison 
moved  on  behalf  of  the  Crown  for  a rule  calling  upon  the 
defendant,  Fizgerald,  to  shew  cause  why  all  the  proceedings 
subsequent  to  the  judgment  and  sentence  of  the  court  which 
took  place  at  the  March  sessions,  1860,  should  not  be 
quashed  and  set  aside  as  illegal,  and  why  he,  the  defendant, 
should  not  be  remanded  to  the  custody  of  the  sheriff  of  the 
united  counties  of  Lanark  and  Renfrew,  to  be  detained  in 
the  common  gaol  of  the  said  united  counties,  under  the  judg- 
ment and  sentence  of  March,  1860, until  he  should  be  there- 
from discharged  by  due  course  of  law,  or  why  the  defendant 
should  not  be  otherwise  dealt  with  in  the  premises  as  to  this 
court  might  seem  meet  and  proper. 

Burns,  J.,  delivered  the  judgement  of  the  court. 

Until  the  passing  of  the  state  20  Vic.,  ch.  61,  a new 
trial  could  not  be  granted  in  any  criminal  case  in  Upper 
Canada,  tried  at  the  court  of  oyer  and  terminer  or  gaol  deli- 
very, or  quarter  sessions.  Under  that  act,  now  continued  by 
the  Consolidated  Acts  for  U,  C.,  ch.  118,  a person  convicted 
at  or  before  a court  of  oyer  and  terminer  or  gaol  delivery, 
may  make  application  to  one  of  the  superior  courts  of 
common  law  for  a new  trial,  provided  he  does  so  not  later 
than  the  last  day  of  the  first  week  of  the  term  next  suc- 
ceeding the  court  of  oyer  and  terminer  or  gaol  delivery  at 
which  the  conviction  took  place.  The  evident  meaning  of 
the  legislature  was  that  the  court  of  oyer  and  terminer  or 
gaol  delivery  should  perform  all  its  functions  with  regard  to 
judgment  and  sentence  following  a conviction,  with  due 
respect  to  circumstances  in  each  case,  for  the  power  of  enter- 
taining the  application  for  a new  trial  is  vested  in  another 
court,  to  which  is  not  confided  by  the  act  the  power  of  giving 
the  j udgment  or  passing  the  sentence. 
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With  repect  to  the  court  of  quarter  sessions  the  power 
to  entertain  the  application  is  vested  in  the  same  court,  and 
the  question  therefore  is  at  what  time  the  application  should 
be  entertained,  or  when  it  is  limited,  seeing  that  the  act 
itself  is  silent  with  regard  to  it.  It  is  quite  clear  that  the 
sessions  possess  the  same  power  that  the  superior  courts  do 
of  altering  their  judgments  during  the  same  sessions  or  term, 
and  for  that  purpose  the  sessions,  as  the  term,  is  all  looked 
upon  as  but  one  day. — The  Inhabitants  of  St.  Andrew’s, 
Holborn  v.  St.  Clement  Danes  (2  Salk.  606).  The  judg- 
ment and  sentence  therefore  pronounced  in  the  present  case 
was  no  obstacle  against  the  sessions  entertaining  the  applica- 
tion for  a new  trial  at  the  same  sessions,  which  was  the  case 
in  this  instance. 

Then  with  regard  to  the  grounds  upon  which  the  new  trial 
was  ordered, it  is  said  that  was  done  upon  the  affidavit  of  the 
defendant,  and  therefore  was  contrary  to  the  decisions  of 
this  court  (a),  and  also  of  the  Common  Pleas,  upheld  in 
appeal,  in  the  case  of  the  Queen  v.  Grey.  The  construction 
given  to  the  act  is  that  the  power  of  moving  for  a new  trial 
is  confined  to  points  of  law  and  questions  of  fact  arising  upon 
the  evidence  given  at  the  trial,  and  not  upon  what  may  be 
alleged  upon  affidavits  supplied  afterwards,  and  no  doubt  the 
courts  of  quarter  sessions  ought  to  be  governed  by  the  deci- 
sions upon  the  subject.  We  must  suppose  in  general  these 
courts  do  so,  and  in  the  case  before  us  it  may  have  been  so 
acted  upon,  for  although  the  affidavit  be  returned  to  this 
court,  it  is  not  shewn  that  the  court  of  sessions  made  the 
order  for  a new  trial  solely  upon  the  affidavit.  The  evidence 
given  at  the  trial  does  not  appear  before  us  in  any  way,  and 
it  may  be  that  a question  of  fact  arose  upon  that  evidence 
sufficient  to  satisfy  the  court  that  it  was  right  to  order  a new 
trial,  and  if  that  be  so  the  filing  and  using  the  defendant’s 
affidavit  would  amount  to  nothing.  No  authority  has  been 
vested  in  this  court  to  review  the  judgment  of  the  quarter 
sessions  where  a new  trial  has  been  ordered.  It  is  only  where 
the  sessions  have  confirmed  the  conviction  that  the  convict- 
ed party  may  appeal. 

(a)  See  Regina  v.  Crozier  17  U.  C.  R.  275  ; Regina  v.  Oxentine,  ib.  2 9^ 
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As  the  case  stands  at  present  there  is  no  ground  for  say- 
ing that  it  clearly  appears  the  sessions  have  transgressed 
their  jurisdiction ; it  is  only  surmised  that  they  have  not  fol- 
lowed the  rule  established  in  the  superior  courts  of  not 
granting  new  trials  in  criminal  cases  upon  affidavits  merely, 
and  this  comes  now  before  us  very  nearly  a year  after  the 
defendant  was  acquitted  upon  the  new  trial  granted  to  him. 

There  should  be  no  rule. 

Rule  refused. 


In  THE  MATTER  OF  TaBER  AND  THE  CORPORATION  OF  THE 
Township  of  Scarborough. 


By-law  to  levy  rate  for  schoolhouse — Extrinsic  objections — Refusal  to  quash — 
How  the  desire  of  ratepayers  must  be  expressed — Consol.  Stats , U,  C.,  ch.  64, 
sec.  34,  sec.  27,  sub-sec.  10. 

The  township  council,  by  resolution,  agreed  to  lend  the  school  trustees, 
out  of  the  clergy  reserve  fund,  a sufficient  sum  to  build  a schoolhouse, 
taking  as  security  their  debentures.  This  arrangement  was  made  by 
the  trustees  without  any  reference  to  the  ratepayers,  but  at  the  next 
annual  school  meeting,  at  which  the  applicant  was  present,  the  matter 
was  discussed,  and  the  contract  and  plans  for  the  building  examined. 
The  council  subsequently,  on  the  requisition  of  the  trustees,  passed  a 
by-law  to  raise  a sum  for  school  purposes,  which  was  required  to  pay 
the  interest  of  these  debentures  and  redeem  one  of  them.  The  appli- 
cant moved  to  quash  this  by-law,  objecting  that  the  loan  effected  by  the 
trustees  without  the  consent  pf  the  ratepayers  was  illegal;  but  it 
appeared  that  the  schoolhouse  had  been  finished  and  occupied;  many 
of  the  ratepayers  swore  that  they  were  satisfied  with  what  had  been 
done,  and  the  affidavits  were  contradictory  as  to  how  far  the  applicant 
had  acquiesed  in  the  proceedings. 

The  by-law  not  being  illegal  on  the  face  of  it,  the  court  under  these 
circumstances  refused  to  interfere- 

Quaere,  whether  under  Consol.  Stats.  U.  C.,  ch.  64,  sec.  27,  sub-sec.  10,  and 
sec.  34,  the  concurrence  of  the  freeholders  and  householders  required 
to  enable  the  trustees  to  call  upon  the  council  to  levy  money  for  the 
purchase  of  a school  site,  <ftc.,  can  be  expressed  at  the  annual  school 
meeting,  without  notice  that  the  question  will  then  be  brought  up. 

Morphy  obtained  a rule  nisi  to  quash  a by-law  passed  to 

levy  money  required  for  school  purposes. 

Helliwell  shewed  cause.  Burns  supported  the  rule. 

The  application  depended  upon  affidavits,  being  grounded 
upon  objections  not  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  by-law,  and 
the  facts  of  the  case  sufficiently  appear  in  the  judgment. 


Burns,  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

It  seems  from  the  affidavits,  which  are  very  numerous, 


550  queen’s  BENCH,  EASTER  TERM,  24  VIC.,  1861. 

that  in  the  year  1857  the  inhabitants  of  school  section  No. 
9 desired  to  change  the  site  of  the  schoolhouse,  and  a special 
meeting  was  called  of  the  freeholders  and  householders  of 
the  section  to  decide  the  point.  A site  was  determined 
upon,  and  the  trustees  instructed  to  build  the  schoolhouse 
at  the  earliest  opportunity.  The  acre  of  land  then  selected 
was  paid  for  and  conveyed  to  the  trustees,  and  the  deed  of 
conveyance  registered.  I do  not  understand  the  complaint 
of  the  relator  to  attack  those  proceedings,  but  wnat  was 
done  afterwards. 

In  the  fall  of  the  year  1859,  the  then  trustees  made  an 
arrangement  of  this  kind  with  the  council  of  the  township 
The  council  agreed  by  resolution  of  the  15th  of  October,  1859, 
to  loan  from  the  proportion  of  the  clergy  reserve  fund  a 
sum  sufficient  to  build  the  schoolhouse,  taking  in  security 
debentures  to  be  issued  by  the  school  trustees,  redeemable 
at  stated  times.  The  trustees  immediately  advertised  for 
tenders,  A contract  was  entered  into  to  have  the  building 
erected  and  completed  by  the  1st  of  August,  1860. 

At  the  annual  general  school  meeting  in  January,  1860, 
the  proceedings  of  the  trustees  were  made  known  to  those 
present,  among  whom  was  the  complainant.  The  contract 
for  the  building  of  the  schoolhouse  was  read,  the  plans 
exhibited  and  examined,  and  the  matter  discussed.  On  the 
one  side  it  is  asserted  that  the  complainant  assented  to  the 
report  of  the  trustees,  and  on  the  other  that  is  denied. 

After  this  the  trustees  made  a requisition  to  the  council 
to  levy  by  rate  on  the  ratepayers  of  the  section  the  sum 
of  $550  for  school  purposes.  Part  of  this  sum  was  for  the 
purpose  of  paying  the  interest  falling  due  on  the  debentures, 
and  to  redeem  the  first  one. 

The  applicant  swore  that  the  application  was  not  made 
from  any  malicious  or  vindictive  motive,  but  solely  that  he, 
and  the  other  ratepayers  and  householders  of  the  school 
section,  might  have  at  some  special  meeting,  or  at  the  an- 
nual meeting  in  January,  1861,  an  opportunity  of  being 
heard  in  the  matter. 

The  council  of  the  township  on  the  k20th  of  August,  1860, 
in  accordance  with  the  requisition  of  the  trustees,  passed  a 
by-law  assessing  the  school-section  for  the  sum  of  $550. 
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It  is  this  by-law  which  is  attacked  and  sought  to  be 
quashed  in  this  application.  The  rule  for  that  purpose  was 
granted  in  Michaelmas  Term  last,  and  was  answered  during 
last  term. 

It  is  evident,  we  think,  the  chief  ground  of  complaint 
made  against  the  proceedings  of  the  trustees,  is  that  they 
have  expended  more  money  upon  the  schoolhouse  than  some 
of  the  ratepayers  thought  need  have  been  done,  and  now  the 
complainant  falls  back  upon  the  ground  that  the  act  of  the 
trustees  in  raising  money  by  means  of  the  loan  from  the 
clergy  reserve  fund  to  build  the  schoolhouse,  without  the 
sanction  of  the  ratepayers  of  the  section  was  illegal,  and 
contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  school  act. 

The  80th  section  of  ch.  64,  of  the  Consolidated  Acts  of 
U.  C.,  enacts  that  no  steps  shall  be  taken  by  the  trustees 
for  procuring  a school  site  on  which  to  erect  a schoolhouse, 
or  changing  the  site,  without  calling  a special  meeting  to 
consider  the  matter.  That  was  complied  with  in  1857,  and 
site  settled. 

By  section  84  the  township  council  is  authorised  to  levy 
by  assessment  upon  the  rateable  property  in  the  school 
section  for  the  erection  of  a schoolhouse,  such  sum  or  sums 
as  may  be  required  by  the  trustees  in  accordance  with  the 
desire  of  the  majority  of  the  freeholders  and  householders, 
expressed  at  a public  meeting  called  for  that  purpose,  as 
authorised  by  the  27th  section  of  the  act,  sub-section  10. 

Now  when  we  turn  to  sub-section  10  of  section  27,  we 
find  the  provision  to  be,  that  for  the  purpose  of  providing 
salaries  of  teachers  and  all  other  expenses  of  the  school, 
it  may  be  done  in  such  manner  as  may  be  desired  by  the 
majority  of  the  freeholders  and  householders  of  such  sec- 
tion, at  the  annual  school  meeting,  or  at  a special  meeting 
called  for  the  purpose. 

We  need  not  discuss  the  point  whether  the  mode  of  raising 
the  amount  necessary  to  erect  the  schoolhouse  could  be  done 
at  the  annual  meeting  without  first  giving  notice  that  it 
would  be  brought  up  at  such  meeting.  The  84th  section 
seems  to  contemplate  that  a meeting  must  be  called  for  the 
purpose,  and  I have  no  doubt,  if  notice  has  been  properly 
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given  before-hand,  then  the  annual  meeting  might  be  looked 
upon  as  a meeting  for  that  purpose,  as  well  as  for  the  or- 
dinary business  to  be  transacted  at  such  meeting.  But  I 
can  see  room  for  argument  that  notice  of  such  a matter  as 
providing  funds  for  the  erection  of  the  schoolhouse  should 
be  given  before  the  annual  meeting  takes  place,  so  as  to 
constitute  it  one  for  that  purpose  as  well,  or  that  a special 
met  ting  should  be  called  for  the  purpose,  because  without 
such  notice  before  the  annual  meeting  the  freeholders  and 
householders  may  not  suppose  that  any  other  business  than 
the  election  of  trustees  and  the  ordinary  business  will  be 
then  transacted.  The  procuring  of  a site  for  a schoolhouse, 
or  change  of  one, is  treated  as  something  more  than  ordinary. 
The  34th  section  is  wider  in  extent,  embraces  more  matters 
than  mentioned  in  sub-section  10  of  section  27,  and  does  not 
use  the  expression  as  in  the  other,  that  a majority  of  the 
freeholders  and  householders  may  express  a desire  for  the 
purposes  under  the  84th  section  at  the  annual  meeting , but 
it  is  a meeting  called  for  the  purposes  mentioned  in  the 
section;  and  therefore  it  would  seem  to  be  something  more 
than  the  ordinary  business  which  would  take  place  at  the 
annual  meeting  which  was  contemplated.  The  10th  sub- 
section mentioned  speaks  of  salaries  of  teachers  and  all 
other  expenses  of  the  school,  no  mention  being  made  of 
providing  the  means  of  erecting  the  schoolhouse.. 

Be  that  however  as  it  may,  in  this  case  it  is  not  shewn 
that  the  subject  matter  of  raising  funds  to  build  this  school 
house  was  taken  up  or  discussed,  or  submitted  to  the  annual 
meeting  held  in  January,  1859,  and  it  is  not  pretended  that 
any  meeting  was  called  for  that  purpose  anterior  to  the 
arrangement  the  trustees  made  with  the  council  of  the  town- 
ship to  borrow  money  from  the  clergy  reserve  fund,  and  give 
the  debentures  of  the  corporation  of  school  trustees  for  the 
money,  and  the  resolution  of  the  council  to  that  effect  of  the 
15th  of  October,  1859.  In  pursuing  the  course  the  trustees 
did  it  is  quite  clear  they  were  not  conforming  to  the  provi_ 
sions  of  the  school  act.  They  were  depriving  the  freehold, 
ers  and  householders  of  any  voice  in  the  matter, 

The  school  house  has  been  finished  and  occupied,  and  a 


IN  RE  TABER  AND  THE  CORPORATION  OF  SCARBOROUGH-  553 

great  many  of  the  ratepayers  now  make  affidavits,  stating 
they  are  perfectly  satisfied  with  what  has  been  done  by  the 
trustees ; and  as  it  would  now  throw  every  thing  into  con- 
fusion to  quash  this  by-law,  we  must  see  what  has  been 
done  since  the  15th  of  October,  1859,  and  what  part  the 
complainant  took  in  such  proceedings,  in  order  to  discover 
whether  anything  has  occured  which  would  disqualify  him 
from  now  complaining. 

Mr.  Wheeler,  the  reeve  of  the  township,  in  his  affidavit 
stated  that  at  the  annual  meeting  in  January,  1860,  be 
presided  as  chairman  : that  it  was  explained  to  the  meeting 
with  what  funds  the  schoolhouse  was  to  be  built : that  the 
contract  with  the  builder  was  read,  and  the  plans  shewn : 
that  “ Mr.  Taber  was  present  at  this  meeting,  and  took  an 
active,  part  in  discussing  the  several  questions  before  it. 
And  the  said  complainant  did  not  then  object  to  any  thing 
connected  with  said  building,  which  had  been  done  by  the 
trustees,  or  which  was  contemplated  by  them  to  be  done, 
neither  was  any  objection  offered  by  any  other  person,  but 
the  meeting  seemed  to  be  to  deponent,  as  he  verily  believed 
at  the  time,  unanimous  for  building  the  said  schoolhouse 
in  the  manner  proposed  by  the  said  trustees. 

Some  five  other  persons,  ratepayers  of  the  section,  who 
were  present  at  the  meeting  in  1860,  confirm  the  statement 
of  the  reeve.  There  are  no  less  than  26  of  the  ratepayers 
of  the  section  who  swear  that  they  are  satisfied  with  what 
has  been  done.  And  further,  it  is  shewn  that  at  the  meet- 
ing held  last  January,  since  one  of  the  debentures  has  been 
redeemed  with  the  money  levied  last  year,  and  the  same 
appearing  in  the  account  of  the  trustees  for  the  year,  the 
report  of  the  trustees  was  sanctioned  and  confirmed.  It  is 
said  that  this  last  meeting  was  the  largest  that  has  been 
held  in  the  section,  and  that  only  the  complainant  and 
some  two  or  three  of  his  friends  found  fault  with  the  item 
of  paying  that  debenture  by  means  of  the  assessment. 

In  reply  to  the  acquiescence  and  consent  stated  in  the 
different  affidavits  of  the  proceedings  which  took  place  at 
the  meeting  of  January,  1860,  the  complainant  has  filed 
the  affidavits  of  himself  and  another  person,  stating  that 
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the  complainant  did  strongly  protest  that  the  mode  adopted 
by  the  trustees  for  raising  the  money  was  illegal,  and  that 
they  had  no  right  to  do  it,  as  they  did,  without  the  sanction 
of  the  majority  of  the  ratepayers  at  a meeting  to  be  called 
for  that  purpose. 

It  is  impossible  for  us  to  dispose  of  the  matter  satisfac- 
torily to  ourselves  upon  such  contradictions  as  presented 
in  the  affidavits,  and  we  have  no  mode  of  ascertaining 
which  of  them  be  the  true  statement,  and  therefore  we 
must,  draw  inferences  from  other  matters  which  are  not  in 
dispute.  For  instance,  this  complaint  is  not  made  until 
after  the  schoolhouse  has  been  finished,  and  the  complain 
ant  with  other  ratepayers  has  been  called  upon  to  pay  his 
proportion.  He  well  knew  at  the  meeting  in  January,  1860, 
of  the  mode  proposed  to  build  the  schoolhouse,  and  it  was 
then  in  his  power  to  have  stopped  proceedings  by  applying 
to  quash  the  resolution  of  the  council  of  the  15th  of  October, 
1859,  but  he  waited  until  that  was  followed  up  by  a by-law 
to  levy  a rate  to  pay  the  first  of  the  debentures  granted  by 
the  trustees.  He  must  have  well  known  that  such  a course 
to  redeem  the  debt  must  be  resorted  to,  and  yet  he  does 
nothing,  even  giving  credit  to  what  he  says,  but  protest 
that  they  were  not  acting  rightly,  because  no  public  meet- 
ing was  convened  for  the  purpose. 

There  appears  to  be  nothing  illegal  upon  the  face  of  the 
by-law,  and  the  question  therefore  is  whether  the  court  is 
bound  to  quash  a by-law  for  an  irregularity  in  the  proceed- 
ings made  out  by  extraneous  evidence.  This  court  has 
already  held  that  it  is  not  compulsory  upon  it  to  quash  a 
by-law  thus  attacked.  See  Standley  and  The  Municipality 
of  Yerpra  and  Sunnidale,  (17  U.  C.  R.  69.)  Lanson  and 
The  Corporation  of  Reach,  (19  U.  C.  R.  591.) 

We  think  the  rule  should  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 


BELLHOUSE  V.  GUNN. 
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Bellhouse  y.  Gunn. 

Interpleader — Costs. 

Two  interpleader  actions  having  been  twice  tried,  resulted  in  f&vor  of  the 
plaintiff,  the  claimant  of  the  goods  in  question,  and  on  application  to  the 
judge  who  granted  the  orders  to  dispose  of  the  costs,  the  matter  was 
referred  to  full  court.  Held,  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  as  of  right  to 
the  costs  of  the  actions : that  the  costs  incurred  before  the  issues,  in 
procuring  the  order,  &c. , should  also  be  paid  by  defendant ; but  the 
question  raised  as  to  the  discretion  of  the  court  in  such  cases  being  a 
new  one,  each  party  was  ordered  to  pay  his  own  costs  of  the  application. 

On  the  applications  of  the  sheriffs  of  Lincoln  and 
Wentworth,  two  interpleader  issues  were  directed  to  try 
whether  two  certain  locomotives  belonged  to  Gunn,  the 
execution  debtor,  or  to  Messrs.  Burton  & Sadlier,  claimants 
of  them.  These  orders  had  been  made  by  the  Chief  Justice 
of  this  court.  The  issues  were  tried  at  Hamilton,  at  the 
fall  assizes,  in  1859,  in  one  of  which  the  jury  not  agreeing 
were  discharged,  and  in  the  other  the  jury  found  a verdict 
in  favour  of  Messrs.  Burton  & Sadlier.  The  court  upon 
application  set  the  verdict  aside,  and  ordered  a new  trial. 
Both  issues  came  on  again  for  trial  at  the  spring  assizes, 
1860,  and  in  both  verdicts  were  rendered  in  favour  of 
Messrs.  Burton  & Sadlier.  Applications  were  again  made 
for  a new  trial,  which  rules  were  ultimately  discharged. — 
See  Burton  v.  Bellhouse,  20  U.  C.  B.  60. 

The  Chief  Justice,  who  made  the  interpleader  orders, was 
applied  to  for  the  purpose  of  disposing  of  the  costs  of  the 
issues  and  different  proceedings  under  the  orders,  but 
entertaining  some  doubts  as  to  the  proper  order  to  make, 
and  whether  it  was  discretionary  with  the  judge  to  make 
such  order  as  to  him  seemed  to  be  right  according  to  the 
facts  of  the  case  as  proved  at  the  two  trials,  he  referred 
the  parties  to  the  court. 

Accordingly  in  Hilary  Term  last  Jackson  obtained  a rule 
nisi  calling  upon  the  plaintiff,  Bellhouse,  and  each  of  the 
sheriffs  to  shew  cause  why  Messrs.  Burton  & Sadlier  should 
not  have  their  costs  of  the  issue,  and  otherwise  attendant 
thereon,  and  of  the  various  proceedings. 

During  this  term  MacLennan  shewed  cause,  citing  Bex.  v. 
The  Lord  of  the  Manor  of  Oundle,  1 A.  & E.  299;  Bex. 
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v.  Round,  4 A.  & E.  189  ; Rex.  v.  Commissioners  of  the 
Thames  and  Isis  Navigation,  5 A.  & E.  817  ; Regina  v.  The 
Justices  of  Surrey,  9 Q.  B.  87  ; Tapping  on  Mandamus,  416; 
Regina  v.  Mayor  of  Lichfield,  6 Jur.  624  ; Consol.  Stats.  U. 
C.,  ch.  80. 

Eccles , Q.  C.,  supported  the  rule,  citing  Lewis  v.  Holding, 
2 M.  & Gr.  875  ; Melville  v.  Smark,  3 M.  & Gr.  57  : Bowen 
v.  Bramidge,  2 Dowl.  213 ; Janes  v.  Whitbread,  11  C.  B. 
419;  Regina  v.  Kelsey,  20  L.  J.  Q.  B.  283;  Dempsey  v. 
Caspar,  1 P.  R.  134. 

McLean,  J. — By  the  9th  section  of  chapter  30,  Consoli- 
dated Statutes  of  Upper  Canada,  it  is  declared,  (as  in  7 Vic., 
ch.  30,  sec.  6,)  that  the  costs  of  all  such  proceedings,  that  is 
the  costs  of  all  proceedings  authorised  by  the  preceding 
sections,  shall  be  in  the  discretion  of  the  court  or  judge. 
Then  the  question  is  in  what  manner  that  discretion  must  be 
exercised  in  the  present  case.  The  whole  property  claimed 
has  been  decided  to  belong  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  interpleader 
cases,  and  therefore  there  is  no  occasion  for  exercise  of  the 
same  discretion  as  in  the  case  of  Lewis  v.  Holding,  (2  M.  & 
Gr.  875,)  where  the  court  gave  neither  party  the  general 
costs  of  the  issue,  nor  the  costs  of  the  rule,  but  gave  to  each 
such  portion  of  the  costs  as  applied  to  the  part  on  which  he 
had  succeeded,  and  allowed  the  claimant  his  costs  of  the 
application  under  the  Interpleader  Act, 

In  the  case  of  Melville  v.  Smark,  (3  M.  &.  Gr.  57,)  the 
court  decided  that  the  claimants  of  goods  taken  in  execution 
having  failed  upon  an  issue  directed  to  try  the  validity  of 
the  claim  under  the  Interpleader  Act,  the  proper  course  was 
to  require  them  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  application  and  of 
the  subsequent  proceedings,  and  Tindal,  C.  J.,  in  delivering 
judgment,  said,  “ In  cases  of  interpleader,  the  Court  of 
Chancery  always  requires  the  unsuccessful  party  to  pay  the 
costs.  The  same  course  has  been  adopted  in  practice  in  the 
courts  of  common  law,  acting  under  the  late  statutes.  I see 
no  reason  for  pursuing  a different  course  when  claimants 
happen  to  be  assignees  of  a bankrupt.”  In  the  case  of  Janes 
y . Whitbread,  (11  C.  B.  419,)  the  verdict  in  an  interpleader 
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case  being  unsatisfactory,  a new  trial  was  granted  on  pay- 
ment of  costs.  Mauley  J.,  said  “ The  verdict  was  unques- 
tionably against  the  evidence.  I see  nothing  to  take  the 
case  out  of  the  general  rule  as  to  costs,  which  applies  as  well 
to  trials  of  interpleader  issues  as  to  any  other  cases.” 

The  execution  creditor,  the  plaintiff  in  the  suit  against 
Gunn,  having  caused  property  to  be  seized  which  has  been 
decided  by  several  juries  to  be  the  property  of  Burton  & 
Sadlier,  the  claimants,  and  they  having  been  compelled  to 
proceed  by  the  interpleader  suits  to  establish  their  right  to 
such  property,  and  being  successful  in  that  object,  are  enti- 
tled to  all  costs  to  which  they  have  been  put  in  obtaining 
the  interpleader  orders,  and  all  subsequent  costs  in  the  suits 
instituted  under  the  orders.  But  Bellhouse  having  been 
brought  into  court  on  this  occasion  by  a summons  issued  at 
the  instance  of  Messrs.  Burton  & Sadlier,  relating  to  the 
costs,  and  the  question  being  a new  one  as  to  the  discretion 
of  the  court  or  a judge  with  reference  to  costs,  and  how 
such  discretion  is  properly  to  be  exercised,  I think  the  rule 
must  be  made  absolute,  but  without  costs  on  either  side,  on 
this  application,  each  party  paying  their  own  costs. 

Burns,  J. — The  costs  of  these  cases  must  now  be  very 
considerable,  and  a matter  of  some  importance,  and  may 
as  Tindal,  C.  J.,  said  in  Lewis  v.  Holding,  (2  M.  & Gr. 
875,)  be  divided  into  three  descriptions — costs  incurred 
before  the  issues  were  ordered,  and  attendant  upon  the  ex- 
ercise of  the  sheriff’s  duty  upon  the  fi-fa.,  costs  of  the  trial 
of  the  issues  and  consequent  thereon,  and  costs  of  the  sub- 
sequent applications. 

The  question  is  whether  the  power  of  the  court  or  a judge, 
under  the  provisions  of  the  interpleader  Act,  ch.  80,  of  the 
Consolidated  Acts  of  Upper  Canada,  is  or  not  discretionary 
over  all  these  costs.  With  respect  to  the  costs  of  the  inter- 
pleader rule  there  can  be  no  question,  but  a question  has 
been  made  as  respects  the  costs  of  the  issues  and  attendant 
thereon.  Messrs.  Burton  & Sadlier,  as  plaintiffs  in  the 
issues,  claim  to  be  allowed  those  costs  on  the  general  princi- 
ple of  law  that  the  successful  party  is  entitled  to  be  paid  his 
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taxable  costs  as  in  any  ordinary  case,  and  that  these  being 
interpleader  issues  makes  no  difference ; while,  on  the  other 
hand,  Bellhouse  contends  the  court  or  a judge  is  invested 
with  power  to  grant  or  withhold  those  costs  according  as 
the  facts  or  circumstances  of  each  case  may  call  for. 

In  the  case  I have  already  mentioned,  of  Lewis  v.  Holding 
Chief  Justice  Tindal  said  he  could  not  consider  an  inter- 
pleader issue  as  in  the  nature  of  an  action  of  trover,  in 
which  by  the  strict  rule  of  law,  founded  upon  the  Statute  of 
Gloucester,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  as  of  right  to  the  costs  of 
the  cause  if  he  succeeds  as  to  any  part  of  it,  and  he  thought 
the  court  had  a more  extended  jurisdiction  under  the  Inter- 
pleader Act  than  under  the  Statute  of  Gloucester.  He 
further  makes  this  observation,  “It  seems  to  me  that  we 
are  entrusted  with  a discretion  as  to  costs,  in  the  exercise  of 
which  we  ought  to  be  mainly  guided  by  the  decision  of  the 
jury.”  It  must  be  observed  that  the  court  was  there  dealing 
with  a case  in  which  the  jury  had  found  that  part  of  the 
property  belonged  to  the  plaintiff  and  part  of  it  to  the  de- 
fendant. The  direction  the  court  gave  was  that  the  master 
should  tax  the  bills  of  both  sides  and  then  set  off  the  one 
against  the  other.  In  the  case  before  us  there  can  be  no 
division  as  to  the  costs  of  the  issues,  the  plaintiffs  in  the 
interpleader  issues  having  succeeded  must  get  the  costs  or 
not  at  all. 

In  James  v.  Whitbread,  (11  0.  B.  4U6,)  in  disposing  of 
the  costs  upon  granting  the  new  trial  in  that  case  the  court 
said,  “ We  feel  some  difficulty  as  to  the  costs,”  and  Jervis , 
C.  J.,  speaking  of  the  discretionary  authority  of  the  court, 
said  that  he  apprehended  that  power  applied  to  the  costs  of 
the  interpleader  rule  only.  Mr.  Justice  Maule , who  had 
tried  the  case,  stated  that  the  verdict  was  unquestionably 
against  the  evidence,  but  he  saw  nothing  to  take  the  case 
out  of  tne  general  rule  as  to  costs,  which  applies  as  well  to 
interpleader  issues  as  to  any  other  cases ; and  the  court 
ordered  the  new  trial  only  on  payment  of  costs. 

I11  Bowen  v.  Bramidge  (2  Dowl.  218,)  the  court  of  exche- 
quer laid  down  the  rule  in  an  interpleader  issue  that  the 
party  who  succeeds  is  entitled  to  the  costs  of  the  action,  and 
the  party  who  fails  must  pay  them. 
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In  the  present  case  Messrs.  Burton  and  Sadlier  succeeded, 
and  there  is  nothing  to  deprive  them  of  the  rule  thus  stated 
in  Bowen  v.  Bramidge,  unless  the  court  has  the  power  of 
discretion  over  the  costs  of  the  action  as  well  as  the  other 
costs.  I have  not  been  able  to  find  any  authority  supporting 
such  a proposition.  I do  not  think  the  case  of  Lewis  v. 
Holding  upholds  any  such  view.  The  verdict  was  a divided 
one.  Each  party  was  right  to  a certain  extent,  and  the  court 
only  did  what  would  have  been  done  had  there  been  two  issues 
instead  of  one ; for  in  the  former  each  successful  party  would 
have  recovered  costs  against  the  other,  and  the  one  judg- 
ment for  costs  might  in  such  case  have  been  set  off  against 
the  other,  but  the  whole  matter  being  disposed  of  by  the  one 
issue,  the  court  applied  the  principle  which  would  have  been 
allowed  in  the  other  case.  Therefore,  instead  of  that  case 
being  an  authority  for  saying  that  a discretion  is  given,  over 
tne  costs  of  the  issues  irrespective  of  the  finding  of  the  jury, 
I think  it  supports  the  general  proposition  that  costs  of 
the  issue  are  awarded  te>  the  successful  party. 

The  interpleader  act  was  made  in  relief  of  sheriffs,  and 
the  consequence  is  when  a claimant  is  brought  before  the 
court  he  is  deprived  of  his  action  against  the  sheriff,  and 
he  is  made  to  join  issue  with  the  execution  creditor  with 
respect  to  his  claim  upon  the  property.  Now,  although  he 
may,  notwithstanding  the  interpleader,  perhaps  bring  his 
action  against  the  execution  creditor  in  some  cases,  where 
the  creditor  is  active  in  setting  the  sheriff  in  motion,  yet  he 
is  deprived  of  any  remedy  against  the  sheriff.  I can  hardly 
imagine  the  legislature  intended  that  the  claimant  should 
be  subject  to  be  deprived  of  his  costs  of  the  action  which  he 
is  compelled  to  engage  in  for  the  relief  of  the  sheriff.  It  is 
enough  to  deprive  him  of  any  remedy  against  the  sheriff, 
without  also  giving  the  court  a discretion  to  deprive  him  of 
costs  of  an  action  he  must  go  on  with,  and  if  he  does  not 
must  pay  costs.  To  hold  otherwise,  would  I think,  be  hold- 
ing that  the  interpleader  act  by  implication  has  repealed 
the  Statute  of  Gloucester  in  such  cases  as  the  present. 

^ I am  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  costs  of  the  issues  and 
trial,  with  the  costs  consequent  thereupon,  of  right  should 
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be  paid  by  Bellhouse  to  Messrs.  Burton  & Sadlier  : that  the 
cost  incurred  before  the  issues  ordered — that  is  of  the 
interpleader  summons  and  consequent  upon  the  sheriff 
discharging  his  duty  with  respect  to  the  property — should 
be  paid  by  Bellhouse  ; and  the  costs  incurred  by  the  parties 
since  in  procuring  the  summons  and  order  in  chambers  as 
to  the  costs,  and  the  costs  of  this  application,  should  be 
divided  between  the  parties — that  is,  each  side  paying  his 
and  their  own  costs. 


Saulter  v.  Carruthers. 

Award — Compulsory  reference — Setting  aside. 

The  rules  as  to  setting  aside  awards  are  unchanged  by  the  Common  Law 
Procedure  Act,  and  are  the  same  with  respect  to  compulsory  references 
as  to  others. 

The  court  therefore  refused  in  this  case  to  interfere  on  affidavits  tending 
to  shew  that  the  arbitrator  was  mistaken  as  to  the  law  and  fact. 

After  the  service  of  the  writ  upon  the  defendant  in  this 
case,  which  was  specially  endorsed,  the  plaintiff  applied  in 
chambers  to  have  the  matter  referred  to  an  arbitrator. 
The  Chief  Justice  of  this  court  on  the  22nd  of  January, 
1861,  made  an  order  referring  the  action,  and  all  matters 
in  dispute,  both  at  law  and  in  equity,  to  the  late  W.  A. 
Campbell,  Esq.  After  taking  a great  deal  of  evidence,  Mr., 
Campbell  made  his  award  on  the  17th  April,  1861.  Pro- 
ceedings were  stayed  upon  it  to  give  the  defendant  an 
opportunity  to  move  to  set  it  aside. 

Magrath  during  last  term  obtained  a rule  from  the  Prac- 
tice Court,  returnable  in  this  court,  to  shew  cause  why  the 
award  should  not  be  set  aside.  The  rule  was  a very  long 
one,  but  the  objections  taken  were  in  substance  these : — 
that  the  arbitrator  exceeded  his  authority ; that  the  award 
was  bad,  unjust,  erroneous,  and  the  amount  found  due  the 
plaintiff  was  excessive  ; that  the  arbitrator  acted  partially, 
and  with  gross  ignorance  of  the  law  of  evidence,  and  of 
the  law  as  applied  to  the  facts  of  the  case.  Various 
affidavits  were  filed,  and  attached  thereto  was  the  original 
evidence  taken  down  by  Mr.  Campbell. 


SAULTER  V.  OARRUTHERS. 


561 


Bell  shewed  cause,  and  filed  affidavits  in  reply,  one  of 
which  was  made  by  Mr.  Campbell. 

Burns,  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

We  have  very  carefully  read  all  the  affidavits  on  both 
sides,  and  also  the  whole  of  the  evidence  as  taken  by  Mr. 
Campbell.  The  latter  we  did  with  a view  of  ascertaining 
whether  the  charges  made  in  the  rule  against  the  arbitrator 
had  any  foundation,  because  the  argument  in  this  cause 
for  introducing  all  the  various  grounds  stated  in  the  rule  is 
based  upon  the  fact  that  this  was  a compulsory  refenence, 
and  therefore  it  should  be  open  to  a party  to  complain  of  an 
award,  under  such  circumstances,  in  as  full  and  ample  a 
manner  as  he  could  do  in  applying  to  the  court  for  relief 
againt  a verdict. 

We  find  the  contest  between  the  parties  chiefly  was 
whether  the  plaintiff  was  a partner  with  the  defendant  in 
certain  contracts  for  constructing  drains  and  paving  the 
street  ol  Toronto.  The  abitrator  thought  he  was  such 
partner,  and  found  that  there  was  due  from  the  defendant 
to  the  plaintiff  T885  16s.  Id.,  which  he  ordered  defendant 
to  pay. 

We  do  not  find  any  ground  for  saying  that  the  arbitrator 
exceeded  his  authority.  By  the  order  referring  the  matters 
to  him,  he  was  clothed  with  authority  to  investigate  and 
decide  upon  all  matters  in  dispute,  both  legal  and  equitable. 
The  costs  of  the  reference  and  award  were  placed  at  his 
disposal,  and  by  the  award  he  has  disposed  of  them.  We 
can  discover  no  ground  for  imputing  partiality,  and  we  must 
say  that  upon  the  merits  of  the  question  of  partnership 
between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  though  it  is  quite 
unnecessary  to  express  any  opinion  about  it,  we  are  rather 
disposed  to  think  the  abitrator  was  right,  and  if  so,  then 
the  defendant  w7as  rightly  charged  with  a portion  of  the 
money  paid  by  the  corporation  of  Toronto  to  the  defendant, 
for  rescinding  the  contracts  in  respect  of  the  drains. 

But  irrespective  of  the  merits  of  the  case,  either  upon  the 
question  of  partnership  or  of  the  amount  which  should  prove 
to  be  due  upon  taking  the  accounts,  we  think  it  is  clearly  a 
36  20  u.  c.  q.  b. 


562  queen’s  bench,  Hilary  term,  24  vie.,  1861. 

case  not  coming  within  our  jurisdiction.  The  case  of  Hodg- 
kinson  v.  Fernie,  (8  C.  B.  N.  S.  189,)  is  an  important  case 
upon  the  point,  for  that  shews  that  the  effect  of  the  new 
provisions,  with  respect  to  the  power  given  to  the  court  to 
refer  a case  back  to  the  abitrator,  has  not  altered  the  law 
which  governed  the  courts  in  dealing  with  awards,  where  are 
brought  in  question  matters  of  law  or  fact,  with  a view  to  set 
them  aside,  save  the  few  upon  which  courts  have  acted- 
As  observed  by  Cockburn , C.  J.,  the  defendant  might,  if  he 
desired  to  have  any  question  of  law  submitted  to  the  court, 
have  called  upon  the  arbitrator  to  state  a special  case  in  his 
award  for  the  opinion  of  the  court,  or  the  order  referring 
the  matter  to  the  arbitrator  might  have  provided  for  it 
being  obligatory  on  the  arbitrator  to  do  so.  The  162nd 
section  of  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act  of  the  Consoli- 
dated Acts  is  similar  to  the  English  act. 

The  only  question  remaining  is  whether  there  is  to  be  any 
different  rule  with  respect  to  awards  made  under  a com- 
pulsory reference,  as  this  was,  from  those  made  under  a 
reference  by  consent.  In  Hodge  v.  Burgess,  (8  PI.  & N. 
293,)  the  Court  of  Exchequer  has  decided  that  under  a com- 
pulsory reference  there  is  no  difference.  The  point  taken 
against  the  award  in  that  case  was,  just  as  in  this,  that  the 
arbitrator  had ‘decided  the  matter  referred  to  him  contrary 
to  law  and  fact.  The  163rd  and  164th  sections  of  our 
Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  of  the  consolidated  Acts,  are 
precisely  like  the  7th  and  8th  sections  of  the  English  act 
of  1854.  As  Martin , B.,  observed,  “It  is  true  that  arbi- 
trators may  commit  error, but  we  must  contrast  the  one  evil 
with  the  other,  and  the  evil  of  having  innumerable  applica- 
tions to  set  aside  awards  wrould  far  exceed  the  evil  of  an 
occasional  wrong  decision.” 

The  rule  must  be  discharged  with  costs. 

Rule  discharged. 
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Bradley  and  Bowe  v.  Terry. 

Ejectment — Several  plaintiffs — Proof  of  title. 

In  ejectment  where  there  are  several  plaintiffs  claiming  each  an  undivided 
interest,  it  is  not  necessary  that  they  should  prove  a joint  title,  or 
any  privity  between  them,  but  they  may  maintain  a joint  action  upon 
separate  titles. 

This  was  an  action  of  ejectment  for  lot  20,  in  the  7tli 
concession  of  Alnwick.  The  plaintiffs  claimed  by  several 
titles,  each  an  undivided  one-half.  The  defendant  claimed 
under  a deed  from  Bobert  Drope,  the  patentee,  and  upon 
the  evidence,  which  it  is  immaterial  to  report,  the  jury 
found  for  the  plaintiffs,  upon  the  ground  that  that  con- 
veyance was  fraudulent,  At  the  trial  it  was  objected  that 
the  plaintiffs  could  not  maintain  a joint  action,  as  they 
claimed  under  several  titles  ; and  that,  if  entitled  to  re- 
cover, each  must  bring  an  action  for  his  undivided  half. 

Leave  was  reserved  to  move  for  a nonsuit  upon  this 
ground,  and  Eccles , Q.  C.,  obtained  a rule  nisi  accordingly, 
or  for  a new  trial  upon  the  evidence,  ana  upon  affidavits. 

C.  S.  Patterson  shewed  cause,  citing  Coltman  v.  Brown, 

16  U.C.  B.  138. 

McLean,  J. — Mr.  Eccles  contended  that  the  plaintiffs 
could  not  maintain  a joint  action  on  separate  titles,  though 
they  hold  each  an  undivided  interest  in  the  land.  No  doubt 
either  of  the  plaintiffs  could  bring  an  action  for  his  indi- 
vidual undivided  portion,  but  that  could  only  have  the  effect 
of  removing  the  defendant  from  an  undivided  half,  and 
letting  the  one  suing  come  in  with  the  defendant  into  pos- 
session ; but  the  object  being  to  remove  the  defendant  from 
the  premises,  if  the  plaintiffs  shew  together  an  interest 
which  covers  the  whole  land,  I cannot  see  why  they 
should  not  join  in  an  action  which  will  enable  them  to 
recover  the  whole  instead  of  each  being  obliged  to  have 
recourse  to  a several  action,  a recovery  in  which  by  each 
would  only  have  the  effect  of  placing  them  in  the  position 
of  tenants  in  common  on  the  premises. 

As  to  the  title  under  which  the  defendant  claims  from 
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Drope,  there  was  certainly  very  strong  evidence  to  shew 
that  it  was  fraudulent,  and  given  for  the  purpose  of  delaying 
the  creditors  of  Drope.  The  dealing  of  the  defendant  and 
Drope  with  the  lands  after  the  execution  of  the  deed,  and 
their  statements  and  declarations  to  some  of  the  witnesses 
who  were  examined  on  the  trial,  were  such  as  to  satisfy  the 
jury  that  defendant’s  title  was  fraudulent  when  given,  and 
that  the  sole  object  of  it  was  to  defeat  and  defraud  creditors. 

The  affidavits  of  defendant  and  Drope  do  not  materially 
change  the  aspect  of  the  case,  and  even  if  they  did  the 
defendant  cannot  be  a witness  in  his  own  behalf,  should  a 
new  trial  be  granted. 

I think  the  jury  came  to  a correct  conclusion  on  the  evi 
dence,  and  that  the  verdict  should  not  be  set  aside,  especially 
as  the  defendant  may,  if  he  thinks  proper,  bring  another 
action,  and  bring  forward  any  other  testimony  which  he  may 
be  able  to  produce  in  support  of  the  validity  and  honesty  of 
his  own  title.  The  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Burns,  J. — With  respect  to  the  point  raised  at  nib i 
prius,  and  reserved  as  ground  of  nonsuit,  namely,  that 
plaintiffs  in  ejectment  should,  as  in  cases  of  assumpsit,  debt, 
&c.,  prove  some  joint  title,  or  connected  with  each  other  in 
some  way,  as  joint  tenants  or  tenants  in  common,  &e., — it  is 
the* first  time  I have  heard  such  a point  raised.  In  the  old 
form  of  ejectment  the  declaration  contained  several  demises 
whenever  it  became  necessary  to  rely  upon  differents  chains 
of  title,  and  it  is  contended  that  the  effect  of  the  alteration 
of  the  form  of  the  action  of  ejectment  is  to  alter  the  law, 
and  render  it  necessary  that  plaintiffs  should  have  a joint 
interest.  However,  a little  reflection  upon  the  words  of  the 
act  of  parliament  must  dissipate  that  idea.  The  form  of 
the  writ  given  inths  ejectment  act  is  this,  “ to  the  possession 
whereof  A.,  B.,  and  C.,  some  or  one  of  them,  claim  to  be,” 
Ac.,  and  the  writ  in  this  action  is  so  framed.  The  21st  sec- 
tion enacts  that  “ the  question  at  the  trial  shall  be  whether 
the  statement  in  the  writ  of  the  title  of  the  claimants  is  true 
or  false,  and  if  true,  then  which  of  the  claimants  is  entitled, 
and  whether  to  the  whole  or  part,”  &c. 
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ffroof  of  a sufficient  title  in  any  one  or  more  of  the 
claimants  will  support  the  action,  either  for  the  whole  or 
for  part  of  the  property,  according  to  the  evidence.  Doe 
dem.  Rowlandson  v.  Wainwright,  (5  A.  & E.  520)  See 
Cole  on  Ejectment,  285,  286. 

I have  examined  the  evidence  given  at  the  trial,  and  upon 
that  the  question  was  whether  the  deed  under  which  the 
defendant  claimed  from  the  grantee  of  the  Crown  was  or 
not  fraudulent  as  against  creditors,  being  made,  as  contended, 
without  consideration.  The  jury  so  found,  and  I think  the 
evidence  justified  that  finding.  The  affidavits  do  nothing 
more  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  than  state  that  he  thinks 
if  he  had  a new  trial  he  would  be  better  able  to  shew  by 
some  old  scraps  of  accounts,  which  he  says  was  his  mode  of 
keeping  accounts,  for  he  kept  no  books,  that  the  person  who 
conveyed  him  the  land  was  indebted  to  him  at  the  time  of 
the  conveyance.  That  person  was  examined  as  a witness 
at  the  trial  as  to  the  state  of  the  accounts.  If  the  defend- 
ant thinks  he  can  make  out  a good  title  and  sustain  his 
deed,  he  may  bring  another  ejectment  and  thus  test  it,  but 
I think  this  rule  should  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 


Folwell  v.  Hyde  and  Caslor. 

Joint  and  several  promissory  note — Arbitration  as  to  one  maker — Pleading. 

In  an  action  against  the  makers  of  a joint  and  several  note  payable  to  R 
or  bearer,  one  defendant  allowed  judgment  to  go  by  default,  and  the 
other  pleaded,  that  after  the  note  fell  due,  and  while  it  was  in  R.’s 
hands,  certain  disputes  arose  between  R.  and  this  defendant,  respect- 
ing this  note  among  other  matters,  which  were  submitted  to  arbitration : 
that  the  arbitrators  awarded  that  the  defendant  should  pay  R.  a sum 
named,  and  that  he  and  R.  should  execute  mutual  releases  ; and  that 
the  plaintiff  took  the  note  after  it  fell  due,  with  notice  of  these  facts. 
At  the  trial  the  submission  and  award  were  proved,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  was  present  at  the  arbitration  : that  the  note  was  disallowed 
to  R.,  because  this  defendant,  being  a surety  only  for  the  other  maker, 
had  been  discharged  by  giving  time  ; and  that  the  plaintiff  then  stated 
that  he  had  no  claim  upon  the  note. 

Held,  that  the  note  being  several,  the  plea  was  good,  1 hough  the  action 
was  against  two  defendants,  and  the  award  related  to  one  only  ; that 
it  was  unnecessary  to  aver  performance  of  the  award ; and  that  de- 
fendant was  entitled  to  a verdict. 

The  plaintiff  commenced  this  suit  against  the  defendants 
by  a writ  of  summons  against  them  jointly,  on  the  9th  day 
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of  March,  1861,  endorsed  according  to  the  Common  Law 
Procedure  Act  of  1856,  setting  forth  the  particulars  of  the 
plaintiff’s  claim,  £112  19s.,  being  the  balance  due  on  a 
promissory  note  for  <£248  8s.,  dated  the  18th  of  December* 
1855,  made  by  the  defendants  jointly  and  severally,  with 
interest. 

The  defendant  Hyde,  as  appeared  on  the  record,  did  not 
appear  to  the  said  writ,  and  judgment  had  been  signed 
against  him,  and  the  plaintiff  declared  against  the  other 
defendant,  Hiram  Caslor,  who  had  appeared  to  the  said 
writ,  for  that  he,  the  said  Hiram  Caslor,  and  the  said  John 
C.  Hyde,  on  the  18th  of  December,  1855,  by  their  joint  and 
several  promissory  note  now  overdue,  promised  to  pay  to 
Christopher  Eow,  or  bearer,  £243  3s.,  currency,  with  in- 
terest, and  the  plaintiff  afterwards  became  the  bearer  there- 
of, but  the  defendant  did  not  pay  a large  sum,  parcel  of  the 
said  money,  to  wit  the  sum  of  £122  19s.,  and  the  interest 
accruing  due  on  the  said  sum  of  £243  3s  , from  the  13th  of 
December,  1858,  to  the  11th  day  of  March,  1859,  and  on 
the  said  sum  of  £122  19s.,  from  the  said  11th  day  of 
March,  1859. 

And  for  money  payable  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff 
on  an  account  stated  between  them,  and  the  plaintiff 
claimed  £240. 

The  defendant  Hiram  Caslor,  for  a plea  to  the  first  count, 
said  that  the  promissory  note  in  the  declaration  mentioned 
was  made  by  defendants,  payable  to  Christopher  Eow,  in 
the  declaration  mentioned,  or  bearer,  and  was  delivered  to 
the  said  Christopher  Eow,  who  then  became  and  was  the 
lawful  holder  thereof : that  after  the  said  note  became  due 
the  said  Christopher  Eow  was  the  lawful  holder  thereof 
and  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit  certain  differences 
respecting  certain  moneys  alleged  by  the  said  Christopher 
Eow  to  be  due  him,  the  said  Christopher  Eow,  from  the 
said  Hiram  Caslor,  and  respecting  certain  claims  made  by 
the  said  Christopher  Eow  against  the  said  Hiram  Caslor, 
and  respecting  certain  moneys  alleged  by  him,  the  said 
Hiram  Caslor,  to  be  due  to  him,  the  said  Hiram  Caslor, 
from  the  said  Christopher  Eow,  and  respecting  certain 
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claims  made  by  the  said  Hiram  Caslor  against  the  said 
Christopher  Row,  and  were  then  depending  between  the 
said  Christopher  Row  and  the  said  Hiram  Caslor,  and  among 
other  matters  respecting  the  said  promissory  note,  and 
they  then  mutually  submitted  themselves  to  refer  and  did 
then  refer  the  said  matters  in  difference  to  the  award,  order 
and  arbitrament  of  Henry  Rutledge,  James  Anderson  and 
William  Harris,  and  agreed  that  the  decision  of  the  said 
arbitrators  should  be  final,  so  as  the  said  award  should  be 
made  in  writing  under  their  hands  and  seals,  or  the  hands 
and  seals  of  any  two  of  them,  ready  to  be  delivered  to  the 
parties,  or  such  as  should  desire  the  same,  on  or  before  the 
first  day  of  March  then  next : that  afterwards,  on  the  day 
and  year  last  aforesaid,  in  consideration  that  the  said  Hiram 
Caslor  had  then  promised  the  said  Christopher  Row  to  per- 
form and  fulfil  the  said  award  in  all  things  to  be  contained 
therein  on  the  part  of  the  said  defendant  to  be  performed 
and- fulfilled,  he,  the  said  Christopher  Row,  then  promised 
the  defendant  and  agreed  to  perform  and  fulfil  the  said  award 
in  all  things  to  be  contained  therein  on  his  part  to  be  per- 
formed : that  the  said  Henry  Rutledge,  James  Anderson 
and  William  Harris  having  respectively  taken  upon  them- 
selves the  burden  of  the  said  arbitration,  and  having  duly 
considered  the  subject  matters  in  difference  between  the  said 
Hiram  Caslor  and  the  said  Christopher  Row,  among  which 
was  the  said  promissory  note,  the  said  James  Anderson  and 
William  Harris,  two  of  the  said  arbitrators,  did  then  make 
and  publish  their  award  in  writing,  under  their  hands  and 
seals,  of  and  concerning  the  premises,  ready  to  be  delivered 
to  the  said  parties,  and  did  thereby  award  and  order,  among 
other  things,  that  the  said  Hiram  Caslor  should  pay  to  the 
said  Christopher  Row  the  sum  of  $65  20c.,  and  also  should 
pay  the  sum  of  $32  in  full  satisfaction  of  all  costs,  charges 
and  expenses  incurred  in  cosequence  of  the  said  arbitra- 
tion ; and  that  the  said  Hiram  Caslor  and  Christopher  Row 
should  deliver  each  to  the  other  mutual  and  general  releases 
of  all  actions,  cause  and  causes  of  action,  suits,  contentions, 
claims  and  demands  whatever,  for  or  by  reason  of  any  mat- 
ter, cause  or  thing  up  to  the  date  of  the  said  submission : that 
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alter  the  said  promissory  note  became  due,  and  after  the 
said  submission  to  arbitration,  and  after  the  maldng  of 
the  said  award,  the  said  Christopher  Row  delivered  the 
said  promissory  note  over  to  the  plaintiff,  who  took  the 
same  with  notice  of  the  premises. 

Te  the  second  count  the  defendant  Hiram  Caslor  pleaded 
never  indebted  as  alleged.  The  plaintiff  took  isssue  on 
these  pleas,  and  the  case  was  tried  before  Mr.  Justice 
Richards , at  Barrie. 

On  the  trial,  the  bond  of  submission  between  Chris- 
topher Row  and  the  defendant  Caslor,  dated  the  30th 
of  January,  1861,  in  a penalty  of  $4,000,  wras  produced, 
conditioned  that  if  the  said  Christopher  Row  should  well 
and  truly  submit  to  the  decision  and  award  of  Henry 
Rutledge,  James  Anderson  and  William  Harris,  of  the 
village  of  Streetsville,  parties  named,  selected  and  chosen 
arbitrators,  as  well  by  and  on  the  part  and  behalf  of  the 
said  Christopher  Row  as  of  the  said  Hiram  Caslor,  to 
arbitrate,  award,  order,  judge  and  determine  of  and  con- 
cerning all  and  all  manner  of  actions,  causes  of  action, 
suits,  controversies,  claims  and  demands  whatsoever  now 
pending,  existing  or  held  by  and  between  the  said  parties, 
providing  the  said  award  be  made  in  writing  under  the 
hands  and  seals  of  the  said  Henry  Rutledge,  James  Ander- 
son and  William  Harris,  or  any  two  of  them,  and  ready  to 
be  delivered  to  the  said  parties,  or  such  of  them  as  should 
desire  the  same,  on  or  before  the  first  day  of  March  next 
ensuing,  then  the  said  obligation  to  be  void,  otherwise  to  be 
and  remain  in  full  force  and  virtue ; and  the  said  Chris- 
topher Row  thereby  consented  and  agreed  that  judgment 
in  the  Court  of  Queen’s  Bench  should  be  rendered  upon 
the  award,  to  the  end  that  all  matters  in  controversy  be- 
tween the  said  parties  might  be  finally  concluded. 

One  of  the  arbitrators  who  made  the  award  was  examined 
as  a witness,  and  declared  that  Row  claimed  the  balance  due 
on  the  note  to  be  allowed  to  him  : that  the  note  was  not 
produced  at  the  time  to  the  arbitrators,  being  then  in  the 
hands  of  a Mr.  Todd,  at  Brampton,  who  wished  to  use  it  as 
a means  of  making  defendant  vote  in  a particular  way  in 


FOLWELL  V.  HYDE  ET  AL. 


569 


the  selection  of  a county  town.  Folwell  at  the  same  time 
produced  a copy  of  the  note  which  he  had  taken,  and 
declared  that  he  had  no  claim  on  the  original  note  : that  he 
had  nothing  to  do  with  it.  Row  afterwards  get  the  note 
and  produced  it  to  the  arbitrators,  but  the  amount  was  not 
allowed  to  him  by  the  arbitrators,  because  the  defendant 
Caslor  was  only  a surety  for  Hyde,  and  time  had  been 
given  at  various  periods,  and  the  payment  extended  to 
Hyde  by  Row  on  consideration  of  payment  of  interest. 

Upon  the  evidence  the  learned  judge  told  the  jury  that  if 
at  the  time  of  the  submission  and  award  the  note  was  the 
property  of  Row,  the  award  of  the  arbitrators,  which  had 
also  been  put  in  evidence,  was  conclusive,  and  that  defend* 
ant,  having  got  the  note  since  with  notice,  took  it  subject 
to  the  equities  under  which  Row  held  it. 

M.  C.  Cameron  objected  that  the  plea  must  aver  perform- 
ance of  the  award,  and  that  as  the  note  was  for  a joint  and 
several  debt,  it  did  not  come  within  the  submission.  The 
learned  judge  reserved  leave  to  the  plaintiff  to  move  to 
enter  a verdict  for  him  for  £142  17s.  6d.,  if  the  court  should 
be  of  opinion  that  he  was  entitled  to  recover,  the  court  to 
draw  any  inferences  the  same  as  a jury.  A verdict  was 
rendered  for  the  defendant. 

Beaty  obtained  a rule  calling  on  the  defendant  to  shew 
cause  why  the  verdict  should  not  be  set  aside,  and  a ver- 
dict entered  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  sum  of  £142  17s.  6d., 
pursuant  to  leave  reserved  at  the  trial,  on  the  ground  that 
the  said  note  was  not  arbitrated  upon,  and  could  not  have 
been,  as  alleged  in  the  plea  in  this  cause,  because  the  sub- 
mission was  between  the  said  defendant  Caslor  and  one 
Christopher  Row  alone,  and  the  note  was  a joint  note  of  the 
defendants  ; and  that  an  award  between  different  parties 
other  than  those  to  this  suit  could  not  be  set  up  herein  as  an 
answer  to  this  action ; that  performance  of  the  award  was 
not  shewn,  and  that  the  plea  did  not  answer  the  whole  of 
the  action.  Or  why  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto  should 
not  entered  for  the  plaintiff,  on  the  ground  that  the  plea 
confessed  the  plaintiff’s  action  and  did  not  aver  performance 
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of  the  award,  and  the  ground  that  the  plea  did  not  answer 
the  whole  declaration,  an  amount  being  admitted  to  be  due. 

McMichael  shewed  cause,  and  cited  Melville  v.  Carpenter, 
11  U.  C.  R.  133. 

Beaty  supported  the  rule,  citing  Allen  v.  Milner,  2 Cr.  k 
J.  47  ; Watson  on  Arb.  252,  259  ; Bullen  & Leake  Prec.  289. 

McLean,  J. — The  objections  to  the  verdict  urged  in  the 
plaintiff’s  rule,  and  the  application  to  enter  a verdict  for  the 
plaintiff  non  obstante  veredicto  appear  to  me  not  tenable. 

The  note  being  a several  note,  the  payee  or  holder  had  a 
right  to  look  to  and  bring  an  action  against  either  of  the 
makers,  and  he  might  have  brought  a several  action  against 
each  at  the  same  time  ; and  though  he  could  sue  them  jointly 
and  makes  both  answerable  in  the  same  action,  neither  of  the 
several  actions  would  be  a bar  to  the  other,  and  two  distinct 
judgments  might  be  obtained  for  the  same  specific  amount, 
on  the  same  identical  note.  That  shews  that  as  to  each  of 
the  makers  the  debt  wTas  an  individual  debt,  with  respect  to 
which  each  was  at  liberty  to  make  the  best  arrangement  he 
could.  If  Caslor,  tli6  defendant,  had  been  sued  alone  by 
Row  before  the  award,  he  woul *1  have  a right  to  refer  the 
suit  to  arbitration,  and  an  award  in  his  favour  would  be  con- 
clusive as  between  him  and  Row.  Why  then  should  he  not 
be  equally  at  liberty  to  refer  the  subject;  matter  of  that  suit 
to  arbitration  before  action  brought  ? The  fact  of  another 
person  being  liable  also  for  the  same  amount  could  not  debar 
him,  or  deprive  him  of  the  rig1  t of  submitting  to  arbitration 
a debt  existing  against  him  for  which  he  was  liable  to  be  sued 
jointly  or  severally.  The  defendant  Caslor  did  what  he  had 
a right  to  do  with  respect  to  the  note  which  the  plaintiff  now 
claims  to  recover  against  him  as  the  bearer  and  payee. 
That  the  submission  embraces  that  note  as  a cause  of 
action  there  can  be  no  doubt,  because  at  the  arbitration 
Row  urged  on  the  arbitrators  his  right  to  recover  the  balance 
due,  and  the  plaintiff  then  admitted  that  he  had  no  claim 
whatever  on  the  note,  and  appeared  to  be  desirous  that  the 
award  should  be  made  in  favour  of  Row  for  the  amount.  The 
arbitrators  however  did  not  allow  in  favour  Row  any  but  a 
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small  amount  of  the  claim  brought  forward  by  him.  By 
their  award,  bearing  date  the  26th  of  February,  1861,  they 
awarded  that  Caslor  should  pay  to  Bow  the  sum  of  $65.20 
as  damages,  and  the  sum  of  $82  in  full  satisfaction  of  all  the 
costs,  charges  and  expenses  incurred  by  or  in  consequence 
of  the  said  arbitration.  And  then  they  awarded  that  Kow 
and  defendant  Caslor  should  within  twenty  days  from  the 
date  of  their  award  seal  and  execute  to  each  other  mutual 
and  general  releases  of  all  actions,  cause  and  causes  of 
action,  suits,  controversies,  claims  and  demands  whatsoever, 
for  or  hy  reason  of  any  matter,  cause  or  thing,  up  to  the 
date  of  the  said  bond  of  Arbitration. 

That  award  puts  an  end  to  the  right  of  Bow  as  the  holder 
of  the  note  on  which  this  action  is  brought  ever  to  sue 
Caslor  upon  it,  but  does  not  and  cannot  interfere  with  the 
right  to  recover  against  Hyde,  whose  personal  responsibility 
is  admitted  by  his  not  entering  any  appearance  in  this  suit. 
Caslor  does  not  in  his  plea  confess  any  right  in  Bow  or  in 
this  plaintiff  to  sue  him  on  the  note.  He  merely  alleges 
that  while  Bow  held  the  note  there  were  various  differences 
existing  between  them,  one  of  which  was  this  note : that 
they  entered  into  bonds,  and  agreed  to  refer  and  did  refer 
these  differences  to  certain  persons  as  arbitrators  : that 
these  persons  did  arbitrate  on  the  matters  in  dispute,  and 
made  their  award  ; and  he  states  what  that  award  was,  and 
that  after  the  making  of  the  same  award  the  then  holder  of 
the  note,  who  had  entered  into  the  arbitration  respecting  it, 
transferred  and  delivered  the  said  note  to  the  plaintiff, 
Folwell,  who  had  full  knowledge  and  notice  of  the  premises. 
That  is  a good  answer  to  this  action,  for  though  Bow  at  the 
time  he  delivered  the  note  to  the  plaintiff  could  recover  the 
amount  awarded  in  an  action  on  the  award,  he  could  not 
himself  sue  or  give  right  to  another  by  the  mere  delivery 
of  the  note  to  recover  in  an  action  on  that  note  the  balance 
remaining  unpaid  on  it.  Whatever  Caslor  owed  to  Bow 
could  only  after  the  making  of  the  award  be  recovered  in  an 
action  on  that  instrument,  and  he  could  not  invest  the 
plaintiff  with  any  power  to  sue  on  the  note  when  he  could 
not  do  so  himself. 
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The  plaintiff’s  counsel  contend  that  the  plaintiff  has  a 
right  to  recover  because  a sum  is  shewn  to  be  due  on  an 
award,  and  performance  of  the  award  is  not  averred.  The 
performance  or  non-performance  of  the  award  to  Row, 
who  alone  is  entitled  to  demand  the  money  payable  by 
Caslor,  cannot  affect  the  plaintiff’s  riuht  in  this  action,  or  the 
defendants’  liability.  If  the  plaintiff  on  receiving  the  note 
from  Row  after  the  award  had  gone  to  Caslor,  and  demanded 
the  amount  awarded  as  still  payable  on  the  note,  and  Caslor 
had  paid  that  amount  to  the  plaintiff,  I apprehend  that  such 
payment  could  be  no  bar  to  an  action  on  the  award  at  the 
suit  of  Row  against  Caslor.  The  delivery  of  the  note  to  the 
plaintiff  would  give  him  a right  to  recover  any  balance 
due  against  Hyde,  but  the  plaintiff  taking  it  with  notice 
that  Row,  the  former  holder,  had  arbitrated  with  Caslor 
respecting  it,  and  that  the  claim  on  the  note  against  Caslor 
had  resolved  itself  into  the  shape  of  an  award  which  Row 
alone  could  enforce,  must  be  barred  from  recovering  as 
against  him  on  that  note. 

The  case  of  Gascoyne  v.  Edwards,  (1  Y.  & J.  19,)  shews 
that  arbitrament  without  performance  of  the  award  is  a good 
plea  where  the  parties  have  mutual  remedies,  and  I think 
there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  parties  to  the  award  have  mu- 
tual remedies  on  their  respective  bonds  of  submission.  The 
plaintiff  of  course  can  derive  no  advantage  from  the  refer- 
ence. If  the  award  were  not  a bar  to  nis  recovery,  then  he 
would  be  entitled  to  recover  the  whole  sum  of  £142  17s.  6d., 
though  the  arbitrators  have  found  that  the  defendant  Caslor 
should  pay  $65  and  the  costs  of  the  reference.  It  appears 
to  me  quite  clear  that  this  rule  must  be  discharged  with  costs. 

Burns,.]. — With  respect  to  the  objection  raised  by  the 
plaintiff  that  the  plea  is  bad,  because  the  submission  and 
award  shewn  is  that  of  one  defendant  alone,  whereas  the 
action  is  against  twTo  defendants  on  the  note  sued  on,  we 
must  bear  in  mind  the  note  is  several  as  well  as  joint,  and 
under  these  circumstances  each  of  the  parties  might  refer 
his  indebtedness  or  liability  on  the  note  to  arbitration  with- 
out joining  the  other. 
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With  respect  to  the  necessity  of  averring  performance  of 
the  award  in  the  plea  in  order  to  bar  the  action  on  the  note, 
the  plaintiff  relies  chiefly  on  the  case  of  Allen  v.  Milner,  (2 
Cr.  & J.  49.)  There  the  court  said  we  must  look  at  the  plead' 
ings  and  how  the  question  arises.  In  the  case  cited  a 
special  demurrer  was  put  in  to  the  plea,  and  Lord  Lynd- 
hurst,  in  holding  that  the  plea  was  no  bar  to  the  action, 
drew  a distinction  between  that  case  and  Gascoyne  v. 
Edwards,  (1  Y.  & J.  19,)  on  the  ground  that  the  one  was 
to  recover  one  demand,  and  it  appeared  by  the  plea  that  the 
reference  was  to  ascertain  the  debt  due  upon  it,  being  a 
money  demand,  whereas  in  the  other  the  action  was  upon 
a covenant  to  recover  damages,  and  that  in  the  case  of 
Allen  v.  Milner  the  award  did  not  extinguish  the  cause  of 
action,  but  only  ascertained  the  amount  doe.  The  pleas  in 
both  cases  averred  a mutual  submission,  and  mutual  pro- 
mises to  perform  the  award.  I think  the  distinction  a very 
refined  one,  and  if  I were  compelled  to  say  which  case,  sup- 
posing there  was  a conflict  between  them,  had  the  most 
authority  to  support  it,  I should  say  that  of  Gascoyne  v. 
Edwards  had.  The  case  of  Gascoyne  v.  Edwards  was  also 
before  the  court  un  demurrer,  but  it  was  a general  demurrer. 
The  present  case  comes  before  us  on  the  validity  of  the  plea 
after  verdict  on  it  in  the  defendant’s  favour.  The  declara- 
tion only  claims  a balance  to  be  due  on  the  note,  and  to 
that  balance  the  defendant  Caslor  pleaded  that  he  and  the 
holder  of  the  note,  Row,  and  to  whom  it  was  made  payable, 
had  not  only  referred  the  matter  respecting  the  note,  but 
various  other  matters  in  dispute  to  arbitration.  One  of  the 
arbitrators  proved  the  bond  of  submission  containing  the 
obligation  to  perform  the  award,  and  he  also  proved  that 
the  note  in  question  was  disallowed  by  them  in  toto  as  a 
demand  -against  the  defendant  Caslor,  and  the  ground  of 
its  being  disallowed,  shewing  that  the  sum  awarded  must 
have  been  upon  the  other  matters  referred.  Taking 
those  facts  to  be  established,  it  is  manifest  that  the  per- 
formance of  the  award,  cannot  be  a condition  which  it  is 
necessary  to  aver  to  make  the  plea  of  the  award  good,  for  if 
so  the  plaintiff  must  then  concede  that  the  award  had  found 
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the  amount  due  as  well  upon  the  demand  on  the  note  as  of 
the  other  matters  referred,  a point  against  him  in  some 
respects  as  to  enforcing  payment  of  the  amount  of  the  whole 
note.  We  see  by  the  evidence  the  plea  w7as  proved  in  all 
respects,  and  we  cannot  say  after  verdictupon  it,  the  plaintiff 
taking  issue  instead  of  demurring,  that  it  affords  no  defence. 

Looking  at  the  case  with  respect  to  the  pleadings,  it  is 
more  like  Gascoyne  v.  Edwards  than  Allen  v.  Milner,  and 
considering  that  the  plaintiff  instead  of  demurring  chose 
to  deny  the  truth  of  it,  and  it  has  been  adjudged  against 
him,  the  case  differs  from  them  both.  Every  intendment 
will  be  made  to  support  a verdict  which  accords  with  the 
merits  of  the  case. 

I think  the  rule  should  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 


The  Queen  v.  The  Municipal  Corporation  of  the 
County  of  Haldimand. 

Mandamus  to  repair  bridge — Indictment — Practice. 

A mandamus  nisi  having  issued  commanding  a municipal  corporation  to 
repair  and  rebuild  a bridge,  it  appeared  on  the  return  that  the  liability 
was  disputed  on  several  grounds,  it  being  contended  that  the  bridge 
did  not  belong  to  defendants  : that  it  was  not  constructed  on  the  site 
provided  by  the  charter  of  the  original  company  which  built  it,  and  wa-- 
in  an  unfit  and  dangerous  place  ; and  that  it  should  be  repaired  by 
another  municipality. 

Held,  that  under  these  circumstances  a mandamus  would  not  lie,  and  that 
the  applicants  must  proceed  by  indictment ; and  semble,  that  the  latter 
is  the  proper  remedy  in  all  cases  except  where  a charter  has  been 
obtained  to  construct  the  road,  and  the  work  has  never  been  done. 

Eccles,  Q.  C.,  during  last  term  obtained  a mandamus 
nisi,  of  which  the  following  is  a copy. 

Victoria,  by  the  grace  of  God,  of  the  United  Kingdom  of 

Great  Britain  and  Ireland  Queen,  Defender  of  the  Faith. 

To  the  Municipal  Corporation  of  the  County  of  Haldi- 
mand, greeting. 

Whereas  we  have  been  given  to  understand  in  our  court 
before  us,  that  by  a certain  act  of  parliament  passed  on  the 
twentieth  day  of  April,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand 
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eight  hundred  and  thirty-six,  certain  persons  were  incor- 
porated under  the  style  and  title  of  “ The  Cayuga  Bridge 
Company,”  and  authorised  and  empowered  to  build  and 
construct,  a bridge  over  and  across  the  Grand  Biver  at 
Cayuga,  in  the  said  county  of  Haldimand,  for  the  use  and 
benefit  of  the  public  generally. 

That  pursuant  to  the  terms  and  provisions  of  the  said 
act  of  parliament  the  said  bridge  was  built  and  constructed 
at  the  place  and  for  the  purpose  aforesaid,  and  was  used 
and  enjoyed  by  the  public  generally  : 

That  on  or  about  the  fifth  day  of  August,  in  the  year  of 
our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  forty-two, William 
Kingsmill,  Esquire,  sheriff  of  the  then  district  of  Niagara, 
(within  which  the  said  bridge  was  situate,)  under  and  by 
virtue  of  certain  writs  of  execution  to  him  directed,  sold  the 
said  bridge  to  one  William  Fitch,  and  by  a certain  deed  poll 
conveyed  the  same  to  him,  and  thereby  the  title  to  the  said 
bridge  became  vested  in  him,  the  said  William  Fitch  : 

That  by  a certain  indenture  made  between  the  said 
William  Fitch,  of  the  one  part,  and  the  said  municipal 
corporation  of  the  county  of  Haldimand,  of  the  other  part, 
and  dated  on  the  seventeenth  day  of  October,  in  the  year 
of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifty  one,  the 
said  William  Fitch  duly  conveyed  unto  the  said  municipal 
corporation  all  his  right,  property,  title,  interest  and 
demand  of,  in  and  to  the  said  bridge,  and  thereby  the  same 
became  vested  in  the  said  corporation  : 

That  the  said  municipal  corporation  have  from  the  time 
of  the  said  conveyance  to  them  as  aforesaid  until  the 
happening  of  the  accident  hereinafter  mentioned,  repaired 
and  maintained  the  said  bridge,  and  used  and  suffered  the 
public  generally  to  use  and  enjoy  the  same  as  a common 
and  public  highway  : 

That  some  time  in  or  about  the  month  of  March  now  last 
past,  the  said  bridge  became  and  w^as  greatly  damaged  and 
injured,  and  parts  thereof  were  carried  away  by  the  freshets 
of  said  river,  and  thereby  became  useless  and  impassable, 
and  by  reason  thereof  the  public  generally  have  been  de- 
prived of  the  use  and  benefit  thereof,  and  of  the  means  of 
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crossing  said  river  at  the  place  aforesaid,  as  they  had  oeen 
accustomed  to  do : 

That  application  has  been  made  to  the  said  municipal 
corporation  to  cause  the  said  biidge  to  be  repaired  and  in 
part  rebuilt,  but  they  have  neglected  and  refused  to  do  so, 
and  have  declared  their  intention  of  abandoning  the  same, 
and  of  allowing  it  to  remain  in  its  present  dilapidated  state, 
to  the  great  inconvenience,  damage  and  injury  of  the  public 
in  general,  and  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  village  of  Cayuga 
in  particular,  as  we  have  been  informed  from  the  complaint 
of  Joseph  Harssell,  Esquire,  reeve  of  the  said  village  of 
Cayuga,  and  a ratepayer  within  the  said  county  of  Haldi- 
mand. 

Whereupon  he  hath  humbly  besought  us  that  a fit  and 
speedy  remedy  may  be  applied  in  this  respect,  and  we  being 
willing  that  due  and  speedy  justice  should  be  done  in  this 
behalf  as  it  is  reasonable,  We  therefore  command  you , the 
said  municipal  corporation  of  the  county  of  Haldimand, 
firmly  enjoining  you,  that  immediately  after  the  receipt  of 
this  our  writ  you  do  properly  repair  and  in  part  rebuild  the 
said  bridge,  and  keep  the  same  repaired  and  maintained,  so 
that  the  public  generally  may  use  and  enjoy  the  same  as  a 
common  and  public  highway  for  crossing  the  said  river  at 
the  said  place,  or  that  you  do  shew  us  cause  to  the  contrary 
thereof,  lest  on  your  default  the  same  complaint  should  be 
repeated  to  us,  and  how  you  shall  have  executed  this  writ 
make  appear  to  us  at  Toronto,  on  Friday,  the  thirty-first 
day  of  May  instant,  at  twelve  o’clock,  noon,  then  returning 
to  us  this  our  said  writ. 

Witness  the  Honourable  Sir  John  Beverley  Bobinson, 
Baronet,  Chief  Justice  of  our  said  court,  at  Toronto,  this 
twentieth  day  of  May,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand 
eight  hundred  and  sixty-one,  and  in  the  twenty-fourth  year 
of  our  reign, 

By  the  court, 

(Signed)  Chas.  C.  Small. 

Issued  from  the  office  of  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown,  Toronto, 

(Signed)  Chas.  C.  Small. 
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Affidavits  were  filed  verifying  the  statements  contained 
in  the  writ. 

The  return,  supported  by  affidavits,  set  out  that  the  bridge 
was  built  originally  not  on  the  line  of  the  Canboro  and 
Simcoe  road  mentioned  in  the  statute  6 W.  IV.,  ch.  10,  but 
deviated  therefrom  about  800  feet  northerly : that  the  sale 
under  execution  in  1842,  was  upon  a ji * fa.  against  goods 
and  chattels,  and  not  against  lands  : that  the  bridge  was 
wholly  within  the  limit  of  the  village  of  Cayuga  ; and  lastly, 
that  the  site  selected  originally,  and  upon  which  the  bridge 
was  built,  was  not  suitable,  but  the  original  one  mentioned 
in  the  charter,  that  is,  the  continuation  of  the  Canboro  and 
Simcoe  Road,  would  be  preferable. 

Adam  Wilson , Q.  C.,  shewed  cause.  1.  The  sheriff 
could  not  sell  the  interest  of  the  Company  in  this  bridge- 
They  could  not  do  it  themselves,  it  would  have  been  a dis- 
solution of  the  company,  and  the  sheriff  therefore  could  not 
do  it  for  them.  All  that  he  could  possibly  sell  would  be  the 
tolls,  for  which  the  assistance  of  the  Court  of  Chancery 
would  probably  be  required,  but  he  could  not  dispose  of  the 
bridge.  The  public  have  an  interest  in  it  as  part  of  the 
highway,  and  it  cannot  be  sold.  (Burns,  J.,  referred  to 
Scott  v.  The  Trustees  of  Union  School  Section  No.  1,  in 
Burgess,  and  No.  2,  in  Bathurst,  19  U.  C.  R.  28,  where  it 
was  held  that  land  conveyed  to  the  trustees  for  the  purposes 
of  a school  house  could  not  be  sold  under  an  execution.) 
Grant  on  Corporations  806.  In  Arnold  v.  Ridge,  13  G.  B. 
760,  it  is  said,  quoting  from  Dyer  7 b, — “ A man  can  never 
have  a thing  extended  on  an  execution,  unless  he  may 
grant  and  assign  it.”  In  Legg  v.  Evans,  6 M.  & W.  36,  and 
the  Governors  of  St.  Thomas’s  Hospital  v.  The  Charing 
Cross  R.  W.  Co.,  7 Jur.  N.  S.  256,  this  seems  to  be  taken 
for  granted.  Furness  v.  The  Caterham  R.  W.  Co.,  4 Jur. 
N.  S.  1213,  S.  C.  27  Beav.  358;  Fenwick  v.  Laycock,  2 Q. 
B.  108 ; Regina  v.  South  Wales  R.  W.  Co.  14  Q.  B.  902. 
These  cases  shew  that  the  original  bridge  company  could 
not  have  sold  their  bridge,  and  if  so  at  common  law  the 
sheriff  could  not. 

If  the  act,  Consol.  Stats.  U.  C.  ch.  49,  secs.  68,  69,  70, 
36  20  u.  c.  q.  b. 
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authorises  a sale  by  the  sheriff,  then  he  must  make  a valid 
sale,  and  here  it  should  have  been  under  a writ  against 
lands  not  goods,  for  the  bridge  is  not  chattels  but  realty, 
being  part  of  the  highway. 

There  is  another  objection  fatal  to  this  application® 
The  6 W.  IV.,  ch.  10,  requires  that  this  bridge  shall  be 
built  on  the  main  Canboro  and  Simcoe  Eoad,  and  the  affi- 
davits shew  that  it  never  was  built  there,  but  on  an  entirely 
different  road.  They  had  no  authority  to  construct  the 
bridge  where  they  did,  and  the  court  therefore  cannot  compel 
us  to  put  a bridge  where  there  is  no  right  to  place  it.  In 
the  Mayor  of  Norwich  v.  The  Norfolk  R.  W.  Co.,  4 E.  & B. 
897,  it  is  held  expressly  that  erecting  a bridge  out  of  the 
authorised  line  was  an  act  ultra  vires , and  all  contracts 
relating  to  it  were  void.  If  it  is  800  feet  out  of  the  way,  as 
here,  it  is  the  same  in  effect  as  300  miles. 

Again  it  is  within  the  Municipality  of  the  Village  of 
Cayuga,  and  the  county  has  no  jurisdiction  there.  Consol. 
Stats.  U.  C.,  ch.  54,  secs.  336,  339.  Sec.  342,  subsec.  7, 
shews  that  they  may  obtain  aid  from  the  county  to  build  the 
bridge,  but  that  is  a very  different  thing  from  making  the 
county  build  it  themselves. 

Another  reason  urged  to  the  discretion  of  the  court  is, 
that  if  the  bridge  really  were  on  the  line  of  road,  the  place 
is  shewn  to  be  unsafe  and  improper  for  the  purpose. 

As  to  whether  a mandamus  is  the  proper  remedy  in  such 
a case,  there  are  authorities  on  both  sides  of  the  question. 
Regina  v.  The  Bristol  Dock  Co.,  2 Q.  B.  64 ; The  King  v. 
The  Severn  and  Wye  R.  W.  Co.,  2 B.  & Al.  646.  As  to  the 
obligation  on  a company  to  complete  their  work  when  partly 
performed,  see  York  and  North  Midland  R.  W.  Co.  v.  The 
Queen,  1 E.  & B.  860. 

We  contend  therefore  that  the  writ  should  not  go — 1. 
Because  the  county  has  no  jurisdiction.  2.  Because  the 
road  has  never  passed  properly  from  the  original  company, 
which  therefore  still  exists.  3.  Because  the  original  site  is 
not  that  on  which  the  bridge  has  been  constructed,  and  we 
cannot  be  compelled  to  put  it  in  the  wrong  place.  4 
Because  it  is  shewn  to  be  an  improper  and  dangerous  site 
for  the  purpose. 
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Eccles , Q.  C.,  J.  R.  Martin  with  him,  contra.  As  to  the 
sale  having  been  made  under  a fi.ja.  against  goods,  that 
appears  only  by  recital  in  the  sheriff’s  deed.  It  is  not 
proved  otherwise  or  sworn  to  here,  and  the  recital,  which 
may  be  wrong,  cannot  bind  us.  Moreover,  if  the  sale  was  so 
made,  there  is  nothing  to  shew  that  this  bridge  was  not  in 
fact  goods ; it  may  have  been,  and  if  so  the  presumption  is 
that  it  was,  for  otherwise  the  sheriff  should  not  have  sold  it 
under  the  writ.  But  under  the  statute  referred  to,  Consol. 
Stats.  U.  C.  ch.  49,  sec.  70,  it  is  clear  that  the  sale  being 
made  under  legal  process  is  valid. 

As  to  both  these  obiections,  however,  it  does  not  lie  in  the 
mouth  of  the  county  now  to  say  that  they  have  no  title. 
They  have  assumed  the  brdge,  they  have  repaired  it,  they 
have  leased  it,  and  have  taken  the  tolls  ; and  they  cannot 
now  say  that  they  never  owned  it,  and  were  wrong  in  doing 
all  these  acts. 

Then  it  is  alleged  that  the  act  (6  W.  IV.,  ch.  10)  requires 
the  bridge  to  be  on  the  Canboro  and  Simcoe  read.  The 
statutes  recites  that  it  would  be  very  convenient  to  have  it 
on  that  road  ; it  is  not  said  that  it  must  be  there.  The 
deviation  of  BOO  feet  is  not  material,  and  at  all  events  there 
the  bridge  was  when  the  county  assumed  it,  and  they  as- 
sumed it  in  that  locality.  If  there  were  no  act  to  authorise 
the  bridge  at  all,  still  they  assumed  it  as  a county  bridge f 
and  having  done  so  they  must  continue  to  repair  and  main- 
tain it,  and  cannot  escape  their  liability. 

As  to  the  argument  that  the  village  only  has  jurisdiction 
and  the  county  none,  there  was  no  incorporated  village  there 
when  they  assumed  the  road.  It  became  then  the  property 
of  the  county,  and  having  done  so  it  never  vested  in  the 
village.  The  corporation  of  Cayuga  has  never  assumed  it  by 
by-law  or  otherwise.  Consol.  Stats.  U.  C.  ch.  54,  secs. 315, 
816,  839.  Under  sec. 337  the  county  were  authorised  to  assume 
the  bridge,  which  they  did.  The  village  never  got  it,  and 
never  could,  for  the  county  would  not  give  it  up  so  long  as 
they  could  collect  tolls  from  it.  Under  secs.  339  and  340 
the  county  might  build  a new  bridge  and  then  give  it  up  by 
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by-law,  but  now  at  all  events  until  that  is  done  they  must 
repair. 

As  to  the  remedy  by  mandamus  in  this  case, in  the  Justices 
of  Huron  v.  The  Huron  District  Council,  5 U.  C.  R.  574, 
the  writ  was  refused  to  compel  the  council  to  build  a court- 
house, but  the  judgment  shews  that  in  a case  like  this  it 
would  have  been  granted.  In  the  Municipality  of  Augusta 
and  the  Municipal  Council  of  Leeds  and  Grenville,  the 
writ  was  ordered  to  compel  the  council  to  make  a road, 
which  is  a case  clearly  in  point. 

But  without  any  statute  there  is  no  reason  why  the 
common  law  of  England  should  not  prevail  here,  and  if  it 
does  there  is  abundance  of  authority  to  shew  that  the  coun- 
ties are,  with  very  few  exceptions,  bound  to  repair  bridges > 
Rex  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  the  West  Riding  of  Yorkshire,  5 
Burr.  2594  ; S.  C.  2 W.  Bl.  685  ; Regina  v.  West  Riding  of 
Yorkshire,  2 East  342  ; lb. 356,  note  ; Rex  v The  Inhabitants 
of  Kent,  2 M.  & S.  513,  shew  this.  Rex  v.  The  Inhabitants 
of  Northampton,  2 M.  & S.  262 ; Rex  v.  The  Inhabitants  of 
Devon,  R.  & M.  144,  shew  that  any  bridge  over  a stream 
running  between  banks  is  a public  bridge,  James  v.  Green, 
6 T.  R.  231  ; Rex  v.  Inhabitants  of  Kingsmoor,  2 B.  & C. 
194.  It  is  a common  law  liability,  and  applies  notwith- 
standing the  trustees  of  the  bridge  are  authorised  to  raise 
tolls.  The  county  are  bound  to  repair,  because  it  is  for  the 
public  benefit,  unless  it  is  clearly  shewn  that  the  obligation 
is  cast  upon  some  one  else,  as,  for  instance,  a company 
authorised  to  build  a bridge  and  compelled  to  repair  and 
maintain  it ; but  as  there  is  nothing  in  the  act  of  incorpora- 
tion obliging  the  Cayuga  Bridge  Company  to  repair,  even 
if  the  title  remained  in  the  county,  as  is  cpntended,  they 
would  still  be  bound  to  repair. 

Butns,  J. — The  cases  are  not  altogether  satisfactory  upon 
the  point  of  jurisdiction  to  grant  the  writ  of  mandamus  to 
repair  a road,  but  I think  the  weight  of  authority  and  pre- 
cedents are  against  it,  for  the  proceeding  seems  to  be  rather 
by  way  of  indictment.’  The  distinction  seems  to  be  that 
where  certain  parties  have  undertaken  the  construction  of  a 
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road,  and  have  obtained  a charter  for  the  purpose,  which  is 
assumed  to  be  a contract  between  such  parties  and  the  pub- 
lic that  the  road  or  work  will  be  constructed,  and  the  work 
has  not  been  done,  then  the  court  will  interfere  by  manda- 
mus as  the  proper  remedy,  upon  proper  case  made  and  no 
sufficient  excuse  shewn.  This  court  acted  upon  that  prin- 
ciple in  the  case  of  the  Municipality  of  the  Township  of 
Augusta  v.  The  Municipal  Council  of  the  United  Counties  of 
Leeds  and  Grenville,  (12  U.  C.  E.  522.)  That  principle  was 
established  in  England  by  the  cases  of  Regina  v.  The  Bir- 
mingham and  Gloucester  E.W.  Co.,  (2  Q.B.  47,1  G.&D.387,} 
and  other  cases.  But  where  the  application  is  for  the  repair 
of  a road  already  constructed  it  may  be  doubted  whether 
the  proper  remedy  is  not  by  indictment.  In  the  case  of  The 
Queen  v.  The  Trustees  of  the  Oxford  and  Witney  Turnpike 
Roads,  (12  A.  & E.  427,)  Lord  Denman  said,  “ I know  no 
instance  of  a mandamus  to  repair  a road.”  The  case  of  Rex 
v.  The  Commissioners  of  Llandilo  Roads,  (2  T.R.232,)  which 
is  cited  as  an  authority  upon  this  point,  does  not  contradict 
his  lordship’s  assertion,  for  the  rule  for  it  was  discharged, 
but  the  case  has  been  cited  by  most  writers  as  in  support  of 
the  application  for  mandamus.  Whether  his  lordship,  in  giv- 
ing the  judgment  of  the  court,  when  he  said,  “ If  we  enter- 
tained applications  for  writs  of  mandamus  in  such  cases, 
we  might  have  to  try  questions  of  guilty  or  not  guilty  on  the 
state  of  the  roads,  and  all  questions  affecting  the  liability,” 
meant  this  to  be  of  universal  application,  I cannot  say,  or 
whether  he  intended  it  to  apply  only  in  the  particular  case, 
where  it  was  a dispute  between  two  bodies  upon  whom  the 
duty  lay  of  repairing  part  of  a street  in  the  city  of  Oxford. 
Since  that  decision  I have  found  no  instance  of  a mandamus 
being  asked  for  to  repair  a road,  but,  on  the  contrary,  the 
proceeding  has  been  by  way  of  indictment  generally,  though 
on  one  occasion  the  Court  of  Queen’s  Bench  granted  an 
information  for  the  non-repair  of  a road,  because  two  per- 
sons, inhabitants  of  the  parish  liable  to  repair  the  road, 
happened  to  be  upon  the  grand  jury  at  the  assizes,  and 
through  their  influence  the  bill  of  indictment  had  been 
thrown  out.  See  The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  St, 
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Leonards,  (10  Q.  B.  827.)  The  case  of  The  Queen  v.  The 
Inhabitants  of  Bedfordshire,  (4  E.  & B.  585,)  was  an  indict- 
ment for  not  repairing  a bridge. 

The  first  question  in  dispute  between  the  two  corporations 
is  upon  which  of  them  rests  the  liability  to  repair  the  bridge. 
The  village  of  Cayuga  contends  that  the  title  to  the  bridge 
is  vested  in  the  county  now  by  the  purchase  of  it,  but  the 
county  contends  it  has  no  legal  title  to  the  bridge,  and  the 
vi  llage  answers  that  again  by  alleging  that,  though  possibly 
that  may  be  true,  yet  the  county  had  hitherto  since  the  pur- 
chase exercised  ownership  over  it,  and  has  also  from  time  to 
time  repaired  it  and  exacted  tolls  for  the  use  of  it.  Then 
again,  the  county  contends  that  under  the  section  of  the 
Municipal  Act,  ch.  54  of  the  Con.  Acts  U.  C.,  the  bridge 
being  wholly  within  the  village  of  Cayuga,  the  duty  is  cast 
upon  the  village  to  repair  it,  for  under  those  provisions  the 
bridge  belongs  to  the  village,  and  that  the  jurisdiction  which 
the  county  has  hitherto  exercised  over  it  is  a usurped  one. 
Besides  all  this,  the  county  contends  the  bridge  never  was 
constructed  in  the  place  intended  when  the  charter  was 
granted  to  the  Cayuga  Bridge  Company ; and  besides  that 
it  is  contended  the  site  is  not  a proper  one  to  have  been 
selected  originally,  and  the  county  would,  if  the  onus  be 
cast  upon  them  to  repair,  desire  to  move  the  site  to  another 
part  of  the  river.  The  village  opposes  that,  because  if 
removed  it  would  not  be  in  accordance  with  the  streets  of 
the  town  approaching  the  bridge. 

These  conflicting  interests  seem  to  be  the  very  matters 
contemplated  by  Lord  Denman,  and  render  it  proper  that 
the  rights  of  the  parties  should  be  settled  by  indictment, 
or  some  other  mode  than  by  mandamus. 

The  village  of  Cayuga  in  adopting  this  remedy  did  so 
avowedly  upon  the  ground  of  being  more  speedy  in  its 
application  than  that  of  indictment,  and  as  they  have 
chosen  to  try  an  experiment  I think  the  applicants  must 
pay  the  costs. 

The  mandamus  nisi  should  therefore  be  quashed  with 
costs. 

McLean,  J.,  concurred. 


Mandamus  nisi  quashed. 


HAGAMAN  ET  AL.  AND  THE  CORP.  OP  OWEN  SOUND.  588 


In  the  matter  of  Hagaman  and  Chisholm,  and  the 

COPORATION  OF  THE  TOWN  OF  OWEN  SOUND. 

By-law — Harbor — Wharves — Tolls. 

A amnicipal  corporation  by  by-law  authorised  individuals  to  erect  wharves 
and  to  remunerate  themselves  by  charging  tolls  on  goods,  part  of  which 
were  directed  to  be  paid  to  the  treasurer  of  the  municipality.  The  har- 
bor master  was  empowered  to  detain  any  vessel  having  on  board  any 
goods  on  which  these  tolls  were  unpaid,  or  any  such  goods  ; and  a fine 
of  not  less  than  $1  nor  more  than  $50,  was  imposed  on  any  master  or 
owner  of  a vessel  refusing  to  comply  with  these  conditions,  to  be  enforcced 
by  distress  and  sale. 

Held,  that  the  by-law  was  illegal ; but  see  24  Vic.,  ch.  63,  since  passed. 

Bell  obtained  a rule  nisi  to  quash  by-law  No.  58  of  the 
corporation  of  the  town  of  Owen  Sound,  or  the  second  and 
third  sections  thereof,  on  the  ground  that  the  said  by-law 
was  illegal,  the  said  corporation  having  no  authority  to  pass 
such  a by-law  ; and  that  the  said  by-law  was  bad  for  uncer- 
tainty ; and  further,  because  the  said  by-law  assumed  to  fix 
tolls  upon  goods  and  property  shipped  from  Owen  Sound, 
contrary  to  law ; and  it  did  not  define  for  what  purpose 
the  said  tolls  or  dues  were  to  be  so  levied ; and  also  because 
the  said  corporation  assumed  the  right  to  collect  the  said 
tolls  in  a manner  not  warranted  by  law. 

The  by-law,  passed  on  the  81st  of  October,  1860,  was 
entitled  “ A substitute  for  by-law  No.  57,  to  repeal  by-law 
No.  50  of  the  town  of  Owen  Sound,  with  respect  to  harbor 
dues,  and  to  make  more  effectual  provision  for  the  protec- 
tion of  public  wharves,  and  to  regulate  the  harbor  and  pre- 
vent the  filling  up  of  the  same,  and  for  erecting  and  main- 
taining beacons,  and  erecting  and  renting  wharves,  &c., 
and  paying  a harbor  master.” 

It  recited  that  it  was  expedient  for  the  commercial  inter- 
ests of  the  town  of  Owen  Sound  that  a beacon  light  should 
be  erected  and  maintained  for  the  protection  of  vessels* 
crafts,  or  rafts  entering  the  harbor  of  Owen  Sound,  and  that 
parties  desirous  of  erecting  wharves  on  the  river  Sydenham 
should  have  the  privilege  of  so  doing  under  certain  con- 
ditions, and  of  extending  the  same  along  the  said  river,  and 
across  the  streets  abutting  thereon;  and  that  provision 
should  be  made  for  the  appointing  and  payment  of  a har- 
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bor  master  ; and  that  it  was  necessary  that  all  vessels, 
crafts,  or  rafts  arriving  in  the  harbor  of  Owen  Sound,  should 
be  subject  to  and  under  the  control  of  the  harbor  master : 
that  a beacon  light  should  be  maintained ; and  that  all 
wharves  that  might  hereafter  be  erected  in  the  town  of 
Owen  Sound  should  be  constructed  on  a uniform  plan. 

And  it  enacted  as  follows  ; — 1.  That  it  shall  be  lawful 
for  the  harbor  master  to  direct  the  landing,  lading,  or  dis- 
charging of  any  vessel,  craft,  or  raft  entering  the  harbor 
of  Owen  Sound ; to  erect  a beacon  or  beacons ; and  to  fur- 
nish the  necessary  oil  and  other  material  for  lighting  the 
same,  and  the  beacon  now  erected. 

2.  That  any  person  or  persons  may  erect  a wharf  or 
wharves  in  front  of  his  or  their  premises,  (such  premises 
being  situated  on  the  river  Sydenham,)  with  the  consent  of 
the  council  of  the  town  of  Owen  Sound  first  had  and  ob- 
tained, and  may  extend  the  same  across  any  adjoining 
street,  provided  such  wharf  or  wharves  be  constructed  in 
the  manner  hereinafter  mentioned,  and  also  provided  that 
all  persons  shall  have  access  to  the  waters. 

8.  That  any  wharf  that  now  is  or  shall  hereafter  be 
erected  on  the  river  Sydenham,  along  or  across  any  public 
street,  shall  be  leased  by  the  municipality  for  a period  of 
one  year,  or  such  other  term  as  may  be  agreed  on,  to  the 
person  or  persons  who  shall  have  erected  the  same,  in  con- 
sideration of  the  annual  rent  of  ten  cents  per  foot  frontage, 
to  be  paid  to  the  treasurer  of  the  municipality  in  half-yearly 
equal  payments  in  advance,  and  to  be  applied  to  the  general 
purposes  of  the  harbor  of  the  town,  and  such  person  or  per- 
sons, or  any  other  person  in  occupancy  of  such  wharf  or 
wharves,  in  consideration  thereof  shall  charge,  collect,  and 
receive  on  all  goods,  chattels,  wares  and  merchandise  landed 
upon  or  passing  over  said  wharf,  such  rates  of  wharfage  as 
are  hereinafter  named,  or  such  other  rates  as  may  from 
time  to  time  hereafter  be  fixed  by  by-law  of  this  council, 
two  parts  thereof  to  be  paid  over  to  the  harbor  master  on 
demand  for  the  use  of  the  town,  and  the  other  part  to  be 
retained  by  the  lessee  of  the  wharf.  (Then  followed  a sche- 
dule of  rates  to  be  charged  upon  the  different  goods.)  All 
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articles  not  therein  enumerated  to  be  charged  at  the  rate  of 
forty  cents  per  ton. 

4.  That  any  or  all  wharf  or  wharves  that  may  be  erected 
shall  be  erected  under  the  direction  of  the  council  of  the 
town,  and  that  the  lane  and  the  approach  thereto  shall  at 
all  times  be  kept  in  good  repair,  condition  and  order  ; and 
that  in  default  of  being  so  kept  the  said  council  may  inter- 
fere and  regulate  the  same  in  Buch  manner  as  shall  seem 
to  them  expedient  and  requisite,  at  the  cost  of  the  lessee  or 
persons  in  occupancy. 

5.  That  no  person  shall  receive  or  discharge  from  any 
vessel,  craft,  or  raft  any  arti  cle  thereinbefore  enumerated  f 
or  any  article  not  enumerated,  but  chargeable  as  unenu- 
merated, on  or  from  either  bank  of  the  river  Sydenham, 
without  permission  of  the  harbor  master,  and  without  first 
paying  to  the  harbor  master  for  this  municipality  the  rate  of 
charges  hereinbefore  imposed,  or  that  may  hereafter  be 
imposed,  as  wharfage,  by  by-law  of  the  corporation  of  the 
town  of  Owen  Sound;  nor  shall  any  person  or  persons  using 
either  bank  of  the  river,  with  leave  as  aforesaid,  make  any 
breach  therein,  cut,  destroy,  or  damage,  or  in  any  way  alter, 
the  present  slope  of  the  said  banks,  under  penalty  of  not 
less  than  $1  or  more  than  $50  over  and  above  costs. 

6.  That  the  harbor  master  shall  have  power,  and  is  hereby 
authorised  to  regulate  all  vessels,  crafts,  or  rafts  entering 
the  harbor,  and  during  the  time  they  remain  in  the  harbor 
they  shall  be  under  his  control,  and  the  masters  or  other 
person  in  charge  shall  obey  his  orders  with  respect  to  them, 
and  the  harbor  master  shall  also  have  power  and  is  hereby 
authorised  to  detain  any  vessel,  craft,  or  raft  which  may 
have  on  board  any  article  on  which  dues  imposed  by  this 
by-law  are  unpaid,  until  the  same  are  satisfied,  and  the  har- 
bor master,  or  any  lessee  or  person  in  occupancy  of  a wharf, 
shall  have  power,  and  is  hereby  authorised  to  detain  any 
such  articles  which  may  be  landed  until  the  rates  thereon 
are  paid. 

7.  That  the  harbor  master  shall  pay  over  moneys  received 
by  him  to  the  town  treasurer  weekly. 

8.  That  the  owner,  master,  or  other  person  in  charge  of 
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any  vessel,  craft,  or  raft,  refusing  to  comply  with  any  of 
the  provisions  of  this  by-law,  shall,  upon  conviction  thereof 
before  the  mayor,  police  or  other  magistrate  of  the  town,  be 
subject  to  a fine  of  not  less  than  $1  and  not  more  than  $50, 
to  be  paid  forthwith,  exclusive  of  costs ; and  in  default  of 
payment  of  the  fine  and  costs,  the  same  may  levied  by 
distress  and  sale  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  vessel 
craft  or  raft,  or  of  the  offender;  provided  always,  that  the 
fine  hereinbefore  mentioned  shall  be  no  bar  to  the  recovery 
of  damages  by  the  corporation  in  any  court  of  competent 
jurisdiction  for  any  injury  done  to  any  bridge,  bank,  or 
wharf  in  the  town  of  Owen  Sound. 

9.  That  John  C.  Spragg  be  harbor  master  of  the  town  of 
Owen  Sound,  and  his  salary  as  such  be  seven  cents  in  the 
dollar  on  the  amounts  received  by  him,  and  that  he  shall 
have  the  full  power  of  directing  all  vessels,  crafts,  or  rafts 
while  in  this  harbor,  and  of  imposing  and  collecting  all 
wharfage  dues  and  other  rates  imposed  under  this  by-law. 

10  That  John  Mills  be  lighthouse-keeper,  and  that  his 
salary  as  such  be  $20  for  this  season,  to  be  paid  out  of  the 
moneys  collected  under  this  by-law. 

Creasor , shewed  cause,  contending  that  the  corporation 
under  the  second  and  third  sub  sections  of  sec.  294,  Consol. 
Stats.  U.  C.,  ch.  54  had  authority  to  pass  the  by-law. 

Bell  supported  the  rule. 

McLean,  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

By  the  sub-sections  referred  to  by  Mr.  Creasor , the  cor- 
poration of  any  city,  town,  or  incorporated  village,  have 
power  to  pass  by-laws  for  making,  opening,  preserving* 
altering,  improving,  and  maintaining  public  wharves,  docks 
slips,  shores,  bays,  harbours,  rivers  or  waters,  or  the  banks 
thereof;  for  regulating  labours,  for  preventing  the  filling 
up  or  incumbering  thereof,  for  erecting  and  maintaining  the 
necessary  beacons,  and  also  erecting  and  renting  wharves, 
piers,  and  docks  therein,  and  also  floating  elevators,  derricks, 
cranes, and  other  machinery  suitable  for  loading, discharging, 
or  repairing  vessels ; for  regulating  the  vessels,  crafts,  and 
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rafts  arriving  in  any  harbour,  and  for  imposing  and  col- 
lecting such  reasonable  harbour  dues  thereon  as  may  serve 
to  keep  the  harbour  in  good  order,  and  to  pay  a harbour 
master. 

Now  though  the  corporation  have  authority  under  the 
fourth  sub-section  to  make  by-laws  for  erecting  and  renting 
wharves,  piers,  and  docks  at  their  own  costs  for  the  public 
benefit,  they  have  no  power  to  authorise  individuals  to  erect 
wharves,  and  to  remunerate  themselves  by  impossing  tolls  on 
produce  and  other  property  of  specific  amount,  and  at  the 
same  time  to  require  that  a portion  of  the  toll  so  imposed 
shall  be  paid  into  the  town  treasury  for  the  benefit  of  the 
town ; and  then  the  extraordinary  power  given  for  and  the 
manner  of  collecting  such  tolls  are  wholly  unauthorised  by 
any  provisions  of  law.  The  power  of  imposing  and  collecting 
such  reasonable  harbour  dues  as  may  serve  to  keep  the  har- 
bour in  good  order  is  confined  to  vessels,  crafts  and  rafts 
arriving  in  any  harbour,  and  certainly  cannot  be  extended 
by  any  by-law  of  the  corporation  to  the  produce  and  goods 
1o  be  shipped  from  the  harbour. 

The  by-law  is  clearly  illegal  in  these  provisions, inasmuch 
as  there  was  at  the  time  no  authority  to  impose  tolls  on 
goods  for  the  objects  which  the  corporation  had  in  view. 
But  the  legislature  during  the  last  session  have  relieved  that 
body  from  any  difficulty  in  that  respect  by  authorising  them 
to  impose  and  collect  certain  tolls.  Chap.  68  of  the  acts  of 
last  session  is  in  force  from  the  18th  of  May  last.  All  the 
sections  of  by-law  58  must  however  be  quashed  with  costs# 
except  the  9th  and  10th,  because  they  all  relate  to  the 
carrying  out  and  enforcing  the  provisions  of  that  by-law, 
except  those  sections  which  appoint  a harbour  master  and 
light-house  keeper.  A further  or  other  by-law  will  be  re- 
quired under  the  act  referred  to,  and  then  no  doubt  all  the 
powers  which  the  act  confers  will  be  judiciously  embodied 
in  the  same  by-law. 


Rule  absolute. 
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In  the  Matter  of  the  Judge  of  the  County  Court  of 

Elgin. 

Refusal  of  judge  to  act — Application  for  mandamus — Interest  of  judge  and 
relationship  to  parties. 

A garnishee  summons  having  issued  in  a county  court  suit,  one  H.  opposed 
it  as  assignee  of  the  judgment  debtor,  and  in  answer  to  his  claim  an 
affidavit  was  filed  from  which  it  would  appear  that  the  judge  was  inter- 
ested with  H.  in  his  claim.  He  then  declined  to  act  further  in  the 
matter,  and  after  several  subsequent  meetings  signed  a memorandum 
stating  as  an  additional  reason  for  refusing  to  proceed  the  fact  that  H. 
was  his  brother-in-law 

The  court  under  these  circumstances  refused  a mandamus  to  compel, 
the  judge  to  dispose  of  the  case. 

In  Hilary  Term  last  Richards,  Q.  C.,  obtained  a rule  nisi 
calling  upon  Mr.  Hughes,  as  judge  of  the  county  court  of  the 
county  of  Elgin,  to  shew  cause  why  a writ  of  mandamus 
should  not  issue  commanding  him  to  grant  a summons  as 
such  judge  to  one  John  Allworth,  in  a suit  in  the  said  court 
wherein  Allworth  was  plaintiff  and  one  Weggand  others  de- 
fendants, and  one  Patrick  Burke  was  garnishee,  and  to  pro- 
ceed upon  and  dispose  of  the  application  according  to  the 
289th  and  following  sections  of  the  Common  Law  Proce- 
dure Act. 

During  this  term  John  Wilson , Q.  C.,  shewed  cause. 

The  facts  of  the  case  are  fully  stated  in  the  judgments. 

McLean,  J. — On  this  application  affidavits  have  been 
filed  with  a view  to  inform  the  court  of  the  precise  state  of 
the  proceedings,  and  the  cause  of  staying  such  proceedings 
in  the  county  court  of  the  county  of  Elgin,  and  it  is  not 
difficult  to  perceive  that  much  of  the  difficulty  which  has 
occurred  has  arisen  from  the  terms  on  which  the  parties  are 
with  each  other,  and  which  it  is  much  to  be  feared  manifest 
themselves  even  in  the  ordinary  proceedings  of  the  court. 

In  this  case  an  order  was  applied  for  to  attach  a debt  due 
by  one  Patrick  Burke  to  one  Asa  Howard,  to  answer  on  a 
debt  recovered  by  John  Allworth  against  Asa  Howard  and 
two  other  parties.  The  usual  attaching  order  was  granted 
and  served  on  Burke,  the  garnishee,  and  a summons  calling 
on  the  garnishee  to  appear  and  shew  cause  why  he  should 
not  pay  over  that  debt,  or  so  much  as  was  necessary  to> 
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satisfy  the  debt  recovered  by  Allworth  against  Asa  Howard 
and  others.  At  the  time  appointed  Burke,  the  garnishee, 
appeared  before  the  judge  of  the  county  court  in  chambers, 
pursuant  to  the  summons.  He  admitted  that  there  was  a 
debt  of  a certain  amount  to  be  paid  by  him  to  Asa  Howard, 
but  alleged  that  it  was  only  payable  by  instalments,  for  pay- 
ment of  which  the  time  had  not  arrived.  At  the  same  time 
Mr.  Edward  Horton  appeared  before  the  judge,  and  claimed 
a right  to  be  heard  for  the  pupose  of  shewing  that  the  debt 
could  not  be  attached  at  the  instances  of  Allworth,  or  any 
other  execution  creditor,  on  the  ground  that  it  had  been 
assigned  to  him,  Horton,  by  Howard,  before  the  order  to 
attach  had  been  issued  or  served.  The  right  of  Mr.  Horton 
to  appear  for  such  purpose  was  objected  to  by  Mr.  Abbott? 
attorney  for  All  worth,  and  Mr.  Stanton,  who  had  several 
attaching  orders  for  the  purpose  of  attaching  part  of  the 
same  money  in  the  hands  of  Burke. 

The  consideration  of  the  application  was  postponed  to 
give  time  to  consider  as  to  the  objections  urged  to  Mr* 
Horton  having  a right  to  be  heard,  and  before  the  time 
appointed  for  proceeding  with  the  hearing  the  objection  was 
abandoned  by  Messrs.  Abbott  and  Stanton  ; and  then  Mr  • 
Horton  produced  an  affidavit  shewing  that  he  had  sold  some 
lots  of  a property  known  as  the  Thompson  farm  to  Howard; 
that  Howard  then  agreed  to  hand  him  over  the  note  of 
$500  which  he  held  against  Burke,  of  which  Horton  as  his 
attorney  was  to  collect  $200  to  pay  himself  for  the  lots,  and 
the  balance  to  be  applied  in  some  other  suit  in  Horton’s 
hands  for  collection  : that  relying  on  this  arrangement  made 
before  Howard  absconded,  he,  Horton,  had  procured  convey- 
ances to  be  made  to  one  Thompson,  to  whom  Howard  was 
indebted,  at  the  request  of  Howard,  the  purchaser  of  the 
jots,  and  that  such  arrangement  appeared  in  Howard’s 
hand-writing  entered  in  a book  in  his  own  possession,  but 
iound  amongst  his  papers  by  his  wife  after  he  had  absconded. 

Mr.  Abbott  then, in  reply  to  Mr.  Horton’s  claim  and  affida- 
vit,filed  an  affidavit  of  his  own  stating  that  Asa  Howard  ab- 
sconded from  Canada  some  months  previously  : that  a short 
time  ago,  and  long  after  Howard  absconded, Edward  Horton? 
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Esq.,  who  claimed  a portion  of  the  money  due  by  the  garni- 
shee, Burke, to  Howard, and  who  has  made  an  affidavit-  in  the 
matter,  told  him,  Abbott,  that  he  did  not  hold  any  assign- 
ment of  any  portion  of  the  moneys  owing  from  the  said 
Burke  to  the  said  Howard  ; that  he,  Abbott,  was  informed 
and  believed  that  the  Thompson  farm  mentioned  in  the 
affidavit  of  the  said  Edward  Horton,  including  the  two  town 
lots  therein  stated  to  have  been  sold  by  the  said  Edward 
Horton  to  the  said  Howard,  was  on  the  21st  day  of  March 
last  the  property  of  the  said  Edward  Horton,  Edward  M- 
Yarwood,  William  K.  Kains,  and  David  John  Hughes, 
Esquire  ; that  they  were  then,  and  had  been  for  a long  time, 
and  still  were  the  parties  beneficially  interested  therein,  and 
that  he  had  good  reason  to  believe  that  the  name  Horton  & 
Co.,  in  the  memorandum  referred  to  in  the  said  affidavit  o 
the  said  Edward  Horton, meant  the  persons  mentioned  in  the 
foregoing  paragraph. 

On  that  affidavit  being  read  the  judge  objected  to  his 
name  being  made  use  of  and  mixed  up  in  the  matter,  and 
asked  Mr.  Abbott  whether  he  meant  that  he  wss  interested 
in  the  application  which  Horton  was  making  to  prevent  the 
order  being  made  for  paying  over  the  money  to  Burke, 
and  Mr.  Abbott  replied  that  he  had  made  the  affidavit  to 
contradict  the  affidavit  of  Mr.  Horton.  Mr.  Hughes  then 
stated  that  if  it  was  intended  to  be  alleged  that  he  was 
interested  in  the  matter  he  could  not  proceed  any  further 
with  it : that  if  he  was  interested  he  ought  not  to  proceed 
writh  it,  and  if  he  was  not  that  affidavit  should  be  withdrawn; 
and  he  told  Mr.  Abbott  to  enquire  from  his  brother-in-law 
Mr.  Kains  : that  he  knew  every  thing  about  the  purcnase  of 
the  Thompson  farm,  and  could  give  every  information  on  the 
subject ; and  that  he  would  adjourn  the  further  hearing  of 
the  summons  till  he,  Abbott,  should  have  time  to  enquire  on 
the  subject  of  the  Thompson  farm,  and  ascertain  as  to  the 
alleged  interest  of  the  parties  therein. 

The  consideration  of  the  application  was  further  adjourned, 
and  Mr.  Abbott  then  offered  another  affidavit  similar  in  all 
respects  to  the  other,  except  that  the  name  of  Mr.  Hughes 
was  omitted,  and  the  words  “and  another”  inserted  in  its 
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place.  The  judge  was  requested  to  proceed  on  that  affidavit, 
but  declined  doing  so,  alleging  that  he  could  not  proceed  so 
long  as  the  charge  of  interest  remained  directly  or  indi- 
rectly, and  he  handed  back  the  papers  which  had  been  laid 
before  him  in  support  of  or  against  the  summons  at  the 
instance  of  Allworth.  Subsequently  an  application  was  made 
to  the  judge  to  allow  another  barrister  to  dispose  of  the 
matter,  but  Mr.  Ellis,  who  was  then  acting  for  Mr.  Horton* 
would  not  consent  to  that  course.  Finding  that  they  could 
not  proceed  to  get  an  order  for  their  clients  to  have  the 
money  in  Burke’s  hands  paid  on  the  judgments  recovered 
against  Howard,  Mr.  Abbott  and  Mr.  Stanton  again  applied 
to  Mr.  Hughes  to  proceed  in  adjudicating  on  the  several 
summonses  which  were  pending  before  him,  and,  as  Mr. 
Hughes  says,  they  did  so  in  a menacing  manner,  stating  that 
Mr.  Hughes’  compliance  would  save  more  troublesome  pro- 
ceedings, while  they  allege  that  no  threat  of  any  kind  was 
used  by  either  of  them,  and  that  all  that  either  of  them  did 
was  to  request  Mr.  Hughes  to  re-consider  the  proceedings. 

Mr.  Hughes  then  told  the  parties  be  could  proceed  no 
further  under  the  circumstances,  and  he  drew  out  or  dictated 
a statement  to  the  clerk  of  Mr.  Abbott  or  Mr.  Stanton 
referring  to  matters  of  a personal  nature,  and  the  unhappy 
difference  existing  between  them ; and  then  for  the  first  time* 
as  far  as  can  be  seen  from  the  paper,  objected  to  proceed  on 
account  of  Mr.  Edward  Horton  being  connected  with  him  by 
marriage,  and  Mr.  Horton  being  personally  interested  in 
the  result.  In  closing  this  paper  Mr.  Hughes  makes  a 
statement  amounting  to  a species  of  irritating  reply,  which 
I think  a sense  of  his  own  position  ought  to  have  prevented 
his  making : “ Having  said  this  much  I am  now  prepared 
to  await  the  result  of  the  troublesome  proceedings  with 
which  the  parties  yesterday  thought  proper  to  alarm  me,  and 
which  I have  no  doubt , indeed  I have  too  much  reason  to  feel , 
have  not  been  forborne  or  spared  on  my  account,  or  from 
any  apprehension  that  they  might  be  troublesome  to  me.” 

There  are  various  other  statements  and  accusations  con- 
tained in  the  affidavit  of  the  judge  to  compel  whose  action  in 
a portion  of  his  judical  duty  a mandamus  in  this  case  has 
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been  applied  for,  and  whatever  may  be  the  bitterness  of 
feeling  or  the  hostility  existing  towards  him  on  the  part  of 
the  practitioners  making  the  application,  there  is  too  much 
reason  to  fear  that  there  is  not  a better  or  more  kindly  dis- 
position entertained  towards  them  by  him.  But  while  I 
must  regret  the  existence  of  such  evident  hostility  between 
gentlemen  whose  professional  duties  must  bring  them  very 
often  together,  and  while  I cannot  but  think  that  a proper 
and  conciliatory  spirit  on  either  side  would  long  since  or 
might  certainly  long  since  have  led  to  the  removal  of  the 
obstacles  which  have  caused  a stay  of  proceedings  undoubt- 
edly injurious  to  the  parties  interested,  it  is  necessary 
without  further  delay  to  decide  whether  on  the  affidavits 
before  us  a mandamus  can  properly  be  issued  to  compel  the 
performance  of  those  acts  of  duty  which  the  parties  desire 
to  have  performed  by  the  judge  of  their  county. 

I am  not  surprised  that  upon  the  reading  of  Mr.  Abbott’s 
affidavit,  stating  who  the  parties  were  in  whom  the  title  of  the 
Thompson  farm  was  vested  on  a particular  day,  the  judge 
should  make  the  enquiry  whether  it  was  intended  to  impute 
to  him  an  interest  in  the  subject  matter  of  Mr.  Horton’s 
claim  to  the  money  payable  by  Burke  to  Howard  for  certain 
lots  of  that  farm  sold  by  Horton  to  Howard,  and  afterwards 
conveyed  by  the  proprietors  to  one  Thompson  to  discharge 
a debt  of  Howard.  The  terms  of  that  affidavit  are  such 
that  it  is  difficult  to  imagine  what  other  object  could  have 
been  intended  by  it.  The  disavowal  of  that  object,  while 
Mr.  Abbott  declined  to  withdraw  that  portion  of  it,  which, 
as  it  appears  to  me,  was  useless  to  his  case,  could  scarcely 
remove  the  impression  that  such  must  have  been  its  original 
intention,  and  while  that  continued  to  be  the  case  I cannot 
say  that  the  judge  acted  improperly  in  forbearing  to  act  in 
a matter  in  which  a charge  of  personal  interest  might  even 
seem  to  be  fastened  upon  him.  The  title  to  the  Thompson 
farm  might  be  vested  in  him  as  one  of  four  proprietors,  and 
yet  he  might  not  be  interested  in  the  proceeds  arising  from 
the  sale  by  the  managing  owner  of  two  small  lots  worth  only 
£50  together.  If  the  parties  were  desirous  to  get  the 
money  they  had  in  view  for  their  clients  on  the  attaching 
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order  they  might  surely  have  abandoned  such  an  affidavit, 
but  the  pertinacity  in  adhering  to  it  would  seem  to  indicate 
an  intention  to  compel  the  judge  to  abstain  from  adjudica- 
ting on  the  question  on  which  their  right  to  the  money 
depended,  or  to  compel  him,  if  he  did  so  adjudicate,  to  sub- 
mit to  the  charge  of  acting  in  his  judicial  capacity  in  a 
matter  in  which  his  personal  interest  was  concerned. 

Then  as  to  the  ground  assigned  at  so  very  late  a period, 
that  a brother-in-law  was  personally  interested  in  the  result, 
and  therefore  Mr.  Hughes  could  not  further  entertain  the 
applications  pending  before  him,  that  must  certainly  be  a 
sufficient  reason  for  declining  to  act  as  a judge.  Where 
any  degree  of  relationship  exists  between  a judge  and  a 
party  personally  interested  in  the  litigation,  the  law  and 
ordinary  propriety  will  prevent  the  judge  from  acting  judi- 
cially between  the  litigating  parties,  and  had  the  reason 
been  assigned  in  proper  season,  even  those  who  desired  to 
proceed  with  a view  to  have  an  order  for  the  payment  of 
money  could  not  but  have  admitted  its  sufficiency,  and 
would  have  proceeded  by  some  other  means  to  obtain  their 
end. 

As  the  matter  now  stands,  I think  it  would  be  wrong  to 
issue  a mandamus  to  compel  the  judge  on  this  occasion  to 
proceed  in  a matter  which  a judge  of  one  of  the  superior 
courts  most  certainly  would  not  feel  at  liberty  to  entertain 
under  the  same  circumstances.  The  parties  may  apply  and 
remove  their  suits  into  one  of  the  superior  courts,  and  have 
the  summons  for  the  payment  of  the  money  by  the  garnishee 
to  the  persons  claiming  it  on  their  executions  decided  by 
some  judge  not  personally  interested  in  the  amount,  and  not 
connected  with  any  one  that  is. 

I think  that  the  rule  must  be  discharged  with  costs, 
because  long  before  the  application  for  mandamus  was  made 
the  parties  were  aware  that  one  of  the  reasons  for  declining 
to  proceed  was  the  near  connexion  of  the  judge  with  one 
of  the  parties  interested  in  the  questions  to  be  decided  on. 

Burns,  J. — The  purport  of  the  affidavits  upop  which  the 
rule  was  granted  is  as  follow : on  the  1st  of  September, 
88  20  u.  c.  q.  b. 
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1860,  an  attaching  order  was  made  in  the  suit  of  All  worth 
v.  Wegg  et  al.,  attaching  a debt  said  to  be  due  by  Patrick 
Burke  to  one  of  the  defendants  in  the  cause,  and  by  sum- 
mons to  Burke  he  was  called  on  to  shew  cause  why  he  should 
not  pay  the  debt,  or  a sufficient  sum  to  pay  Allworth’s  judg- 
ment. On  the  8th  of  September,  Burke  appeared  at  the 
return  of  the  summons,  and  admitted  the  debt.  At  the 
same  time  Mr.  Edward  Horton,  an  attorney,  appeared  be- 
fore the  judge  on  behalf  of  other  parties  who  claimed  aright 
to  the  debt  so  attached  in  preference  to  Allworth.  The 
matter  was  adjourned.  On  the  17th  of  November  the  par- 
ties appeared  again  before  the  judge,  and  then  Mr.  Ellis, 
another  attorney,  appeared  on  behalf  af  Mr.  Horton,  and 
the  Bank  of  the  County  of  Elgin,  Mr.  Horton  then  claiming 
the  amount  due  from  Burke  as  assignee  of  the  judgment 
debtor — the  latter  having  absconded.  The  matter  was  again 
adjourned  till  the  24th  of  November,  and  then  Mr.  Abbott, 
the  attorney  for  Allworth,  produced  an  affidavit  to  answer 
Mr.  Horton’s  affidavit,  and  among  other  things  contained  in 
it  was  a passage  explaining  how  the  judgment  debtor  be- 
came indebted  to  Mr.  Horton  ; it  being  stated  in  Horton's 
affidavit  that  the  judgment  debtor  had  bought  two  town  lots 
on  the  Thompson  farm,  to  pay  for  which  the  judgment  debt- 
or had  assigned  to  him,  Mr.  Horton,  the  debt  owing  by 
Burke.  Mr.  Abbott  stated  in  his  affidavit  that  he  was  in- 
formed and  believed  that  the  Thompson  farm  mentioned 
was  on  the  21st  of  March,  1860,  the  property  of  said  Ed- 
ward Horton,  E.  M.  Yarwood,  W.  K.  Kains,  and  Mr. 
Hughes,  (the  judge.)  The  judge,  Mr.  Hughes,  declined  to 
receive  the  affidavit  on  the  ground  of  his  name  being  men- 
tioned in  it,  and  the  matter  was  then  adjourned  to  the  4th  of 
December.  Mr.  Abbott  then  proposed  to  put  in  and  use  and 
other  affidavit,  which  stated  that  the  Thompson  farm  was  the 
property  of  “ Horton,  Yarwood,  Kains,  and  another,”  but 
the  judge  declined  to  receive  that  also,  and  dismissed  the 
parties,  and  marked  the  summons  thus,  “ I decline  to  act 
further  in  this  matter,”  and  signed  the  same.  Ineffectual 
attempts  were  made  to  induce  Mr.  Hughes  to  take  up  the 
consideration  ofthe  matter,  and  he  finally  made  a memoran- 
dum with  respect  to  it  in  these  words  : 
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“ January  30th,  1861. — In  the  absence  of  the  other  par- 
ties, Mr.  Stanton  and  Mr.  Abbott  applied  this  day  for  a re- 
consideration of  my  declining  to  act  further  in  the  matter  of 
these  summonses,  in  order  to  save  more  troublesome  proceed- 
ings. I stated  I would  hear  what  they  had  to  say  on  the  sub- 
ject  to-morrow,  when  the  other  parties  are  present. 

“ January  81st,  1861. — Mr.  Abbott  and  Mr.  Warren  ap- 
peared for  the  several  plaintiffs,  and  Mr.  Ellis  for  the  Bank 
of  the  County  of  Elgin  and  Mr.  Edward  Horton.  Mr.  Ab- 
bott suggested  that  if  I would  appoint  some  other  barrister 
to  dispose  of  the  cases  they  would  be  able  to  proceed, 
but  as  matters  now  stand  the  plaintiffs  found  it  difficult,  and 
were  debarred  of  their  remedy.  I asked  Mr.  Ellis  if  he  was 
willing  that  some  other  barrister  should  act,  in  my  stead, 
which  he  said  he  was  unwilling  to  accede  to,  whereupon  I 
read  the  following : 

“ I now  definitely  decline  to  interfere  further  in  the  con- 
sideration of  these  summonses,  first,  for  the  reasons  already 
given  by  me  when  I last  declined  to  do  so,  and  because  it  has 
been  suggested  by  the  attorneys  for  these  plaintiffs,  that  I 
am  personally  interested ; and  for  the  following : because, 
secondly,  I find  Mr.  Edward  Horton,  who  is  connected  with 
me  by  marriage,  and  whose  interest  Mr.  Stanton  and  Mr. 
Abbott  have  complained  that  I favour,  is  personally  inter- 
ested in  the  result.  Thirdly,  and  lastly,  I place  the  case  of 
Foot  v.  Howard,  in  which  Mr.  Stanton  is  the  plaintiff’s  attor- 
ney, on  the  same  footing  as  Allworth  v.  Howard  and  Lock- 
v.  Howard,  because  Mr.  Stanton  placed  the  management  of 
Foot  v.  Howard  in  the  hands  of  Mr.  Abbot,  who  placed 
them  all  on  the  same  footing  when  he  read  the  affidavit 
which  suggested  my  interest  in  the  matter,  and  Mr.  Stanton 
being  present  sat  by  giving  suggestions,  prompting  Mr. 
Abbott,  and  no  doubt  acting  in  concert  in  all  he  said  and 
did  ; and  it  is  too  much  for  me  to  be  expected  to  believe  what 
is  alleged  now,  that  he  did  not  so  act  in  concert.  He 
should  have  foreseen  the  effect  of  Mr.  Abbott’s  course  before 
he  allowed  himself  to  be  committed  to  him. 

“ Having  said  this  much,  I am  now  prepared  to  await  the 
result  of  the  troublesome  proceedings  with  which  the  parties 
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yesterday  thought  proper  to  attempt  to  alarm  me,  and  which 
I have  no  doubt,  indeed  I have  too  much  reason  to  feel,  have 
not  been  foreborne  or  spared  on  my  account,  or  from  any 
apprehension  that  they  might  be  ‘ troublesome ’ to  me. 

“The  attorneys  acting  for  these  plaintiffs  voluntarily  placed 
themselves  in  the  present  attitude  towards  myself,  and  how- 
ever much  it  may  he  a subject  of  regret,  I can  only  say  it 
has  been  none  of  my  seeking,  and  that  if  these  plaintiffs  suf- 
fer it  is  by  the  action  of  their  own  attorneys  in  making  im- 
proper suggestions  ; for  I cannot  allow  these  gentleman  one 
day  to  say  that  I universally  show  partiality  to  another  at- 
torney, and  allow  myself  on  another  day  to  be  called  upon 
to  decide  a case  in  which  a relative  by  marriage  is  inter- 
ested, and  in  the  result  of  which  they  suggest  I am  myself 
personally  interested,  so  as  to  open  a door  to  further  com- 
plaints in  the  event  of  an  adverse  decision,  that  I favoured 
that  relation,  or  attorney  or  my  own  interest.  I conceive  I 
have  no  right  to  be  called  upon  to  decide  any  case  in  which 
I am  not  free  to  act  with  all  proper  discretion,  and  to  give  a 
decision  as  law,  justice,  and  right  may  dictate,  regardless 
of  the  feelings,  opinions,  or  interest  of  any  one,  or  in  which 
my  motives  might  be  open  to  questions,  or  my  interfering 
obnoxious  to  censure. 

44  If  I am  wrong  in  these  views  the  parties  have  their  re- 
medy, but  feeling  strongly  as  I do  upon  the  impropriety  of 
my  acting  otherwise,  I must  leave  these  matters  as  they 
stood  when  I before  declined  to  act  further  in  them.” 

On  shewing  cause  several  affidavits  were  filed. 

The  facts  before  stated  are  not  denied  or  varied,  but  what 
took  place  at  the  different  meetings  is  given  more  fully. 
Mr.  Hughes  states  that  it  was  not  the  use  of  his  name  in 
the  affidavit  which  was  produced  at  the  meeting  of  the  24th 
of  November  that  he  objected  to  nor  did  he  object  to  Mr. 
Abbott  using  the  other  affidavit  omitting  his  name.  He 
says  he  asked  Mr.  Abbott  what  it  was  that  was  intended  by 
the  affidavits,  and  the  reply  was,  that  it  was  only  intended 
to  contradict  Mr.  Horton.  The  judge  then  said,  44  Do  you 
intend  to  state  that  I am  interested  ? If  you  do,  I cannot 
go  further  in  the  matter;”  or,  44  Do  you  think  I am  inter- 
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ested?”  And  to  this  it  is  stated  that  Mr.  Abbott  would 
give  no  decided  answer.  The  judge  then  further  added,  “ If 
I am  interested,  as  is  suggested  by  the  affidavit,  then  I have 
no  right  to  decide  this  case ; if  I am  not  interested,  the  affi- 
davit should  be  withdrawn;  but  with  that  affidavit  before  me, 
implying  that  I am  interested,  I will  go  no  further.  If  you 
desire  it,  I will  enlarge  the  summons  to  give  you  an  oppo- 
tunity  to  inform  yourself.  Your  brother-in-law,  Mr.  Kains, 
is  acquainted  with  the  whole  business,  and  can  give  you 
every  information.”  All  this  is  confirmed  by  the  affidavit 
of  Mr.  Parke,  a solicitor,  not  having  any  thing  to  do  with  any 
of  the  business  connected  with  the  suits  mentioned,  but  who 
happened  to  be  in  attendance  before  the  judge  on  the  24th 
of  November,  upon  another  matter..  Mr.  Parke  adds  in  his 
affidavit,  that  the  judge  seemed  to  treat  the  matter  as  if  the 
affidavit  stated  an  interest  in  him,  and  when  the  question 
was  put  to  Mr.  Abbott,  he  neither  admitted  or  denied,  nor 
did  he  explain  whafc  he  meant  by  it : and  Mr.  Parke  says  he 
was  under  the  impression  at  the  time  that  if  Mr.  Abbott  had 
disclaimed  any  desire  to  impute  interest  to  the  judge,  or  had 
withdrawn  or  explained  the  affidavit,  the  judge  would  have 
gone  on  with  the  matter  ; but  it  was  enlarged  that  in  the 
meantime  Mr.  Abbott  might  satisfy  himself  with  regard  to 
the  judge’s  interest.  What  took  place  on  the  4th  of  Decem- 
ber the  judge  says  was  this : when  Mr.  Abbot  was  pro- 
ceeding to  argue  the  matter,  the  judge  stopped  him  until  the 
question  of  the  judge’s  interest  was  settled,  and  it  was 
disclaimed  that  he  had  any  interest ; whereupon  Mr.  Abbott 
said  he  had  not  read  his  affidavit  to  shew  that  the  judge  had 
any  interest,  but  to  contradict  Horton’s  affidavit,  and  as  the 
judge  did  not  like  his  name  used  he  would  make  use  of  the 
other  affidavit  in  which  his  name  was  omitted  ; and  to  this 
the  judge  remarked  that  it  was  only  dealing  with  the 
shadow  and  not  the  substance  ; what  was  required  was  a dis- 
claimer of  imputing  to  the  judge  that  he  was  interested  in 
the  matter  he  was  called  upon  to  adjudicate  about.  Mr.  Ab- 
bott making  no  offer,  as  the  judge  says,  to  retract  the  sug- 
gestion that  he  was  interested,  he  declined  to  act  further  and 
so  endorsed  the  summons. 
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The  point  about  the  interest  of  the  judge  appears  to  be 
this  from  the  affidavits  : the  judge  and  Mr.  Horton,  and  the 
other  two  named  gentlemen,  joined  together  in  purchase  of 
what  is  called  the  Thompson  farm  for  the  purpose  of  laying 
it  out  into  village  lots  and  selling  them.  Mr.  Horton  had 
the  management  of  selling  the  lots  and  accounting  to  the 
others  for  their  different  shares  of  the  purchase  money.  He 
sold  two  of  the  lots  on  his  own  account  to  the  judgment 
debtor,  and  there  were  also  other  accounts  between  them,  and 
to  settle  up  all  the  matters  between  them,  and  pay  for  the 
lots,  as  Horton  contends,  the  judgment  debtor  assigned  to 
him  the  debt  due  by  Burke,  the  garnishee.  The  portion  of 
the  purchase  monej  of  the  two  lots  which  would  be  going  to 
Kairns,  one  of  the  proprietors,  has  been  settled  for  with  him 
by  Horton,  but  he  has  not  yet  settled  with  the  judge  or  Mr. 
Yarwood ; and  as  Mr.  Horton  states,  he  will  either  owe  each 
of  them  a share,  or  they  will  be  entitled  to  take  an  equal 
portion  of  the  land,  and  sell  it  for  their  own  benefit.  Evi- 
dently the  question  ultimately  to  be  decided  will  be  whether 
the  assignment  of  the  debt  due  from  the  garnishee  to  the 
judgment  debtor  was  made,  and  whether  done  legally  to  vest 
the  right  in  Horton  of  calling  upon  the  garnishee  to  pay 
him.  The  judge  and  Mr.  Hgrton  are  brother-in-law. 

There  are  many  things  in  the  affidavits  on  both  sides 
which  shew  that  the  members  of  the  profession  at  St.  Thomas 
are  not  only  not  on  good  terms  with  each  other  but  are  also 
at  variance  with  the  judge.  Such  feelings  never  conduce  to 
the  ends  of  justice,  but  on  the  contrary  often  thwart  it,  and 
the  clients  are  made  the  victims  in  the  way  of  unnecessary 
delays  in  the  transaction  of  their  business,  and  their  pockets 
suffer  by  both  unnecessary  and  very  often  unjust  expenses 
incured  in  proceedings  having  no  other  end  to  serve  than 
for  mere  gratification  either  to  pride,  envy,  or  malice.  Ido 
not  intend  to  say  who  are  most  to  blame  or  who  are  most  in  the 
wrong  on  this  occassion,  but  it  is  evident,  I think,  if  the  feel- 
ings of  the  parties  beyond  the  mere  question  in  the  case  itself 
had  not  crept  into  it,  there  surely  ought  to  have  been  no  dif- 
ficulty in  the  disposition  of  the  matter  upon  the  summons. 
The  question  was  whether  Burke  should  pay  Allworth,  the 
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judgment  creditor,  or  pay  Horton.  As  we  see  it  explained, 
whether  Mr.  Horton  would  have  to  pay  the  judge  a propor- 
tion of  the  purchase  money  of  the  two  lots,  or  whether  the 
judge  might  sell  some  of  the  land  and  pay  himself,  was  not  of 
the  slightest  consequence.  Why,  therefore,  Mr.  Abbott  should 
have  inserted  in  his  affidavit  any  account  of  the  manner  in 
which  the  title  of  the  property  was  held  it  is  difficult  to  per- 
ceive, unless  his  object  was  to  annoy  and  unnecessarily  mix 
up  the  judge’s  name  in  the  matter.  He  could  have  obtained 
information  upon  the  point,  if  he  had  thought  it  necessary 
that  he  should  have  the  matter  explained.  The  judge  was 
quite  right  in  putting  the  question  to  Mr.  Abbott  and  insisting 
upon  an  answer,  as  to  whether  he  intended  charging  him  with 
having  an  interest  in  the  matter  to  be  disposed  of;  but  then, 
on  the  other  hand,  if  the  judge  had  been,  perhaps,  a little 
less  punctilious,  and  at  once  have  stated  what  now1  appears, 
and  particularly  if  Mr.  Horton  had  stated  in  his  affidavit 
what  the  meaning  of  the  memorandum  of  Horton  & Co.  was, 
and  had  stated  what  appears  in  his  affidavit  now,  that  he 
sold  the  lots  on  his  own  account,  we  might  have  been  spared 
the  necessity  of  deciding  an  unnecessary  dispute.  Then, 
again,  had  Mr.  Ellis,  who  represented  Mr.  Horton  and  the 
bank,  accepted  the  offer  made  by  the  other  side  of  withdraw- 
ing the  consideration  of  the  matter  from  the  judge,  and  left 
it  to  a barrister,  the  question  might  have  been  decided. 

The  question  of  the  judge’s  interest  being  removed  out  of 
the  way,  as  it  is  by  the  affidavit,  a more  serious  one  remains, 
and  that  is  the  relationship  existing  between  the  judge  and 
Mr.  Horton.  The  interest  of  Mr.  Horton  was  not  that  of  an 
attorney  in  his  client’s  business,  and  to  which  the  judge 
alludes  in  his  memorandum  of  the  81st  of  January  that  he 
has  been  accused  of  favouring  by  his  partiality  ; but  his  in- 
terest was  direct,  which  was  to  be  determined,  that  is,  whether 
he  had  or  not  a valid  assignment  of  the  debt  due  by  Burke. 
The  judge  might  weir  be  excused  from  being  called  on  to 
determine  the  question  if  he  could  avoid  it. 

The  case  of  Becquet  v.  Lempriere  (1  Knapp,  P.  C.  C. 
876)  throws  a great  deal  of  light  upon  the  point.  Among 
the  questions  brought  up  on  appeal  from  the  Royal  Court  of 
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Jersey,  one  was  whether  one  of  the  jurats  who  sat  in  the 
court  below  was  incapacitated.  He  had  been  objected  to  on 
the  ground  that  his  first  wife  was  aunt  to  the  respondent, 
Lexnpriere.  It  appeared  that  the  wife  had  died  without 
children  many  years  before,  and  that  the  jurat  had  married 
two  other  wives  afterwards,  by  whom  he  had  had  children. 
The  court  held  him  incapacitated  according  to  the  law  of 
Jersey. 

In  the  argument  of  that  case,  it  was  mentioned  that  Mr. 
Justice  Lawrence  on  one  occasion  refused  to  try  a case  in 
which  one  of  his  relatives  was  concerned,  though  he  was 
not  incapacitated  by  law  to  try  it. 

The  question,  therefore,  now  is,  whether  we  should  issue 
a mandamus  to  compel  Mr.  Hughes  to  proceed  in  a matter 
in  which  his  brother-in-law  has  a direct  interest.  The  writ 
of  mandamus  is  not  a writ  grantable  of  right,  but  is  a per- 
ogative  writ,  and  the  absence  or  want  of  a specific  legal 
remedy  gives  the  court  jurisdiction  to  dispense  it ; and  if 
there  be  a legal  remedy,  either  at  common  law  or  by  act  of 
parliament,  it  will  be  refused. 

Now,  when  we  look  at  the  constitution  of  the  county 
court,  we  see  that  the  Crown  may  appoint  two  persons, 
one  to  be  the  judge  of  the  county  court,  and  the  other  to  be 
the  junior  judge.  Of  course  it  is  provided  that  both  shall 
reside  within  the  county  appointed  for,  and  shall  not  prac- 
tise the  profession.  No  doubt  the  Crown  would  not  desire  to 
incumber  the  fee  fund  with  the  appointment  of  an  additional 
judge  to  a county  where  perhaps  the  fund  will  scarcely  pay 
the  salary  of  one  judge,  but  I am  not  sure  this  court  should 
be  governed  by  such  a consideration  of  the  subject.  It  so 
happens  that  the  county  of  Elgin  has  but  one  judge,  but  if 
another  were  appointed  all  difficulty  in  the  way  of  the  par- 
ties proceeding  would  at  once  be  removed. 

Then  again,  the  8th  section  of  the  act,  ch.  15,  of  the  Consol- 
idated Acts,  U.  C.,  provides  for  the  appointment  of  a deputy 
judge  for  temporary  purposes,  allowing  him  to  practise  his 
profession  in  the  meantime.  The  question  upon  this  section 
is  whether  such  an  appointment  must  necessarily  be  confined 
to  the  case  of  death,  illness,  or  unavoidable  absence,  or  the 
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absence  on  leave  of  the  judge.  It  may  be  that  it  would  be 
held  to  be  so  confined,  and  yet  it  may  be  urged  that  the  pro- 
vision should  be  construed  liberally  in  favor  of  justice,  and 
to  enable  the  Crown  to  appoint  so  that  justice  may  be  done- 

Whatever  may  be  thought  about  either  of  these  courses  to 
be  attempted,  I feel  clear  there  is  another  course  open  to 
fhe  plaintff  in  the  suit  in  the  court  below,  and  that  is  to  ap- 
ply to  the  superior  court  for  a writ  of  certiorari  upon  the 
facts,  to  remove  the  record  and  proceedings  to  the  superior 
court,  in  order  that  justice  may  be  done.  Mr.  Tidd  in  his 
treatise  on  Practice,  (vol.  1,  9 ed.,  p.  400,)  says : “ And  in 
cases  of  absolute  necessity,  as  where  the  inferior  conrt  re- 
fuses to  award  execution,  the  court  above  will  grant  a 
certiorari  after  judgment,  for  the  sake  of  doing  justice  be- 
tween the  parties,”  and  for  this  he  quotes  1 Lil.  P.  R.  252, 
258.  In  Arthur  v.  The  Commissioners  of  Sewers  in  York- 
shire, (8  Mod.  881)  the  court  uses  this  language : “ It  is 

true  where  man  is  chosen  into  an  office  or  place,  by  virtu# 
whereof  he  has  a temporal  right,  and  is  deprived  thereof  by 
an  inferior  jurisdiction,  who  proceed  in  a summary  way,  in 
such  case  he  is  intitled  to  a certiorari  ex  debito  justitice , be- 
cause he  has  no  other  remedy,  being  bound  by  the  judgment 
of  the  judicature.” 

With  regard  to  Mr.  Hughes’  reason  for  not  proceeding  to 
adjudicate  upon  the  summons  by  reason  of  his  relationship 
to  Mr.  Horton,  we  can  scarcely  be  expected  to  compel  him  by 
mandamus  to  do  that  which  I have  shewn  a judge  in  Eng- 
land declined  to  do,  and  which  also  has  occured  more  than 
once  in  this  province.  Anciently  a judge  could  not  try  a 
civil  or  criminal  case  in  the  country  in  which  he  was  born  or 
inhabited,  so  jealously  guarded  was  the  adminstration  of 
justice,  but  that  was  remedied  by  statute. 

Rule  discharged. 
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Henderson  v.  The  Grand  Trunk  Railway  Company 
of  Canada. 

Horses  escaping  on  railway — Plaintiff's  possession  of  close , 

The  plaintiff  owning  land  adjacent  to  the  railway,  permitted  one  D. , a 
servant  of  the  company  living  within  their  fences,  to  cultivate  a small 
piece  free  of  rent.  D.  made  a gate  in  the  railway  fence  to  give  him 
access  to  this  land,  and  the  plaintiff’s  horses  passed  through  it  to  the 
railway  track  and  were  killed. 

Held,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  County  Court,  that  the  plaintiff  was 
sufficiently  in  possession  of  the  close  from  which  the  horses  escaped 
to  entitled  him  to  recover. 

This  was  an  action  in  the  County  Court  of  the  United 
Counties  of  Frontenac,  Lennox  and  Addington  to  recover 
damages  from  the  defendants  for  unlawfully,  and  negligently, 
and  injuriously  omitting  and  refusing,  pursuant  to  the  statute 
in  that  behalf,  to  erect  and  maintain  sufficient  fences  on  each 
side  of  their  line  of  railway  of  the  height  and  strength  of 
of  an  ordinary  division  fence,  by  means  whereof  two  mares  of 
the  plaintiff  lawfully  depasturing  and  being  in  a certain 
close  of  the  plaintiff  adjoining  the  said  railway  of  the  defen- 
dants, strayed  from  the  said  close  into  and  upon  the  said 
railway,  and  were  there  run  over  and  killed  by  a certain 
locomotive  steam-engine  and  carriages  of  the  defendants. 

The  second  count  was  for  neglect  in  erecting  and  putting 
up  fences  on  each  side  of  defendants’  railway,  by  reason  of 
which  omission  and  neglect  in  erecting  and  maintaining  the 
same  according  to  the  statute  in  that  behalf,  a horse  of  the 
plaintiff  depasturing  in  a certain  close  of  the  plaintiff  adjoin- 
ing the  said  railway  of  defendants,  escaped  and  strayed 
from  the  said  close  of  the  plaintiff  into  and  upon  the  said 
railway,  and  was  there  run  over  and  badly  injured  by  the 
locomotive  steam-engine  and  carriages  of  the  defendants 
whereby  the  plaintiff  lost  the  use  of  his  said  horse  for  a 
long  time,  to  wit  for  the  space  of  two  months,  and  was 
thereby  otherwise  greatly  damnified. 

There  were  four  counts  in  the  declaration,  varying  the 
' injury  complained  of,  and  the  defendants  pleaded  not  guilty 
to  the  whole  declaration ; and  2ndly,  to  each  count  of  the 
declaration,  that  the  defendants  did  erect  and  maintain  on 
each  side  of  their  said  line  of  railway  fences  of  the  height 
and  strength  of  an  ordinary  division  fence. 
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The  plaintiff  took  issue  on  the  several  pleas,  and  the  case 
was  tried  at  the  last  December  sittings  of  the  county  court, 
and  a verdict  rendered  for  the  plaintiff,  and  $165  damages. 

On  the  trial  it  was  proved  that  the  horses  were  at  pasture 
in  a field  on  the  plaintiff’s  farm,  and  that  from  defect  of 
fences  they  strayed  from  that  field  into  a small  piece  of 
ground  belonging  to  the  plaintiff  immediately  adjoining  the 
railway  track,  which  the  plaintiff  had  permitted  one  Patrick 
Daly,  a servant  of  the  defendants  residing  in  a small  house 
at  the  Gananoque  railway  station,  to  use  free  of  rent  for  the 
purpose  of  raising  a few  potatoes  and  vegetables  for  his  own 
use.  It  was  proved  further  that  Patrick  Daly  had  opened 
a small  gate  in  the  railway  fence  for  the  purpose  of  passing 
to  and  fro  from  his  own  house  inside  the  railway  fence  to 
the  ground  adjoining  on  the  outside,  which  he  cultivated 
with  the  assent  of  the  plaintiff  as  a mere  matter  of  in- 
dulgence. 

It  was  shewn  that  the  tracks  of  horses  were  seen  through 
that  gateway  from  the  plaintiff’s  premises  adjoining,  and 
there  seems  to  be  no  doubt  from  the  evidence  that  the  horses 
came  from  the  plaintiff’s  field  to  that  portion  of  the  plaintiff’s 
land  worked  by  Patrick  Daly,  and  then  that  they  strayed 
from  thence  through  the  gate  which  Daly  had  made  for  his 
own  convenience  in  the  railway  fence  close  to  his  house,  and 
so  got  on  the  railway  track,  and  were  killed  or  injured  by  a 
locomotive  and  carriages  passing  along  the  line  of  railway. 

The  defendants’  counsel  called  no  witnesses,  but  objected 
to  the  plaintiff’s  case,  that  according  to  the  evidence  the 
horses  broke  into  Daly’s  garden  first,  and  then  escaped  from 
it  to  the  railway,  and  not  from  the  plaintiff’s  close  as 
alleged  in  the  declaration.  2.  That  there  was  evidence  of 
of  the  ordinary  height  of  division  fences  in  the  township  of 
Leeds.  8.  That  there  was  no  evidence  of  the  killing ; and 
4.  That  there  was  no  evidence  to  support  the  second 
count. 

The  learned  judge  overruled  these  objections,  and  the 
case  went  to  the  jury  with  a charge  as  to  the  nature  of  the 
posession  of  the  ground  on  the  plaintiff’s  farm  from  which  the 
horses  had  strayed  or  escaped  to  the  railway,  to  which  no 
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objection  was  made  on  either  side.  He  told  the  jury  that 
if  Daly  had  such  a possession  as  entitled  him  to  hold 
against  the  plaintiff  for  any  time,  however  short,  then  the 
plaintiff  could  not  maintain  this  action:  that  he  must  have  a 
right  to  the  exclusive  possession,  so  that  the  horses  must  have 
passed  from  premises  over  which  he  was  entitled  to  exercise 
entire  control,  to  enable  him  to  sue  for  injury  arising  from 
want  or  defect  of  fences  on  the  part  of  the  defendants : that 
if  Daly  was  merely  working  the  ground  as  a matter  of  indul- 
gence, having  no  right  to  do  so  except  at  the  mere  will  and 
pleasure  of  the  plaintiff,  then  the  plaintiff  must  be  regarded 
as  still  in  possession,  and  entitled  to  enter  at  any  moment  on 
his  land  without  oeing  liable  to  any  one  for  damages  in 
doing  so.  The  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff  after  a full  explana- 
tion of  the  law  as  to  the  necessity  of  the  plaintiff  being  in 
possession  of  land  to  entitle  him  to  sue  for  the  damages 
sought  to  be  recovered  in  this  action. 

A rule  nisi  was  obtained  for  a new  trial  on  the  grounds 
previously  urged  by  defendants  against  the  plaintiff’s  right 
of  action,  and  from  the  judgment  discharging  this  rule  the 
defendants  appealed. 


Bell  (of  Belleville)  for  the  appellants,  cited  Walker  v. 
Great  Western  R,  W.  Co.,  8 C.  P.  164 ; Gillis  v.  Great 
Western  R.  W.  Co.,  12  U.  C.  R.  427  ; Dolrey  v.  Ontario, 
Simoe  & Huron  R.  R.  Co.,  11  U.  C.  R.  600;  McLennan 
v.  The  Grand  Trunk  R.  W.  Co.,  8 C.  P.  418. 

Britton , contra,  cited  Denn.  dem.  Warren  v.  Fearnside, 
1 Wils.  176;  Bertie  v.  Beaumont,  16  East  33  ; Doe  James 
v.  Stranton,  2 B.  & Al.  373  ; Leith  v.  O’Neill  et  al.,  19  U. 
€.  R.  233. 

Me  Lean,  J. — The  case  of  Henderson  v.  Harper  in  our 
own  court  (1  U.  C.  R.  481)  shews  that  a tenant-at-will  can* 
not  set  up  such  tenancy  against  his  landlord,  and  that  the 
entry  on  the  land  by  the  owner,  and  turning  out  his  tenant 
at  will,  are  justifiable  for  the  purpose  of  terminating  the 
tenancy  an  any  time  the  owner  may  think  proper.  The  pos- 
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sessor  of  a parcel  of  land  may  maintain  trespass  against  a 
stranger,  but  the  owner  will  also  be  entitled  to  sue  for  any 
injury  to  his  land,  though  it  may  be  occupied  by  a tenant-at- 
will  who  merely  holds  without  any  interest  derived  from  the 
owner*  Though  at  first  I was  inclined  to  think  that  Daly 
must  be  regarded  as  in  possession  of  the  ground  through 
which  the  horses  passed  to  the  railway,  and  therefore  that 
the  plaintiff  could  not  maintain  this  action,  I am  now  satis- 
fied that  the  direction  of  the  learned  judge  in  the  court 
below  was  correct,  and  that  plaintiff’s  action  is  sustain- 
able. The  defendants  are  bound  by  law  to  keep  the  fences 
to  prevent  horses  and  other  animals  from  getting  on  the 
line  of  the  railway,  and  if  one  of  their  own  servants  des- 
troys or  removes  any  portion  of  their  fence,  and  injury  is 
thereby  caused  to  an  adjoining  proprietor,  the  defendants 
cannot  excuse  themselves  by  shewing  that  the  injury  was 
caused  by  the  wanton  and  unauthorised  act  of  their  servant. 
The  fact  of  the  servant  having  been  the  cause  of  the  injury 
to  the  plaintiff  may  have  been  the  cause  of  increased  dama- 
ges, but  they  are  not  so  large  that  they  must  necessarily  be 
characterised  as  excessive.  On  all  the  grounds  taken  it 
appears  to  me  that  the  verdict  is  right,  and  that  the  appeal 
must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

Burns,  J. — There  was  no  complaint  made  of  the  way  in 
which  the  judge  of  the  county  court  left  the  case  to*  the  jury. 
He  correctly  enough  told  them  that  it  was  necessary,  in  or- 
der to  the  maintenance  of  the  action,  that  the  plaintiff  should 
be  in  possession  of  the  piece  of  ground  from  which  the 
mares  escaped  upon  the  railway.  In  his  judgment  after- 
wards, in  disposing  of  the  rule  to  set  aside  the  verdict,  he  re- 
marked that  the  question  of  possession  was  one  of  fact  for 
the  jury,  and  this  proposition  cannot  be  denied. 

The  case  o f Wildbor  v.  Bainforth  (8  B.  & C.  4)  very 
strongly  supports  the  judge’s  view  of  this  case.  That  was 
an  action  of  trespass  brought  by  the  widow  of  a pauper  whp 
had  been  permitted  to  occupy  a house  rented  by  the  over- 
seers of  the  poor.  Mr.  Justice  Bayley  said  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  merely  an  occupier  by  sufferance,  and  Lord  Tenter - 
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den  said  the  plaintiff  was  not  tenant  of  the  premises,  but  was 
allowed  to  occupy  by  the  parish  officers,  and  that  her  occu- 
pation was  theirs. 

It  would  he  a very  hard  measure  of  justice  indeed  upon 
this  plaintiff  if  we  should  be  compelled  to  say  that  the  judge 
had  done  wrong  in  refusing  to  grant  a new  trial,  for  the 
whole  cause  of  the  accident  was  occasioned  by  the  servant 
of  the  railway  company  putting  a gate  in  the  fence,  which 
he  ought  not  to  have  done,  and  then  negligently  either 
leaving  it  open,  or  in  such  a way  that  the  slightest  touch 
must  have  opened  it,  so  that  by  it  the  animals  escaped  to  the 
railway  track.  I do  not  think  we  are  obliged  to  find  fault 
with  the  manner  in  which  the  judge  has  dealt  with  it  in  the 
court  below,  and,  as  expressed  by  Lord  Kingsdoivn  in  the 
case  of  the  “North  American,”  (12  Moore,  P.  C.  338,) 
and  repeated  by  Lord  Chemlsford  in  the  “Schwalbe,”  (4  L. 
T.  Eep.  N.  S.  160,)  “In  order  to  advise  the  reversal  of  a 
judgment  we  must  not  merely  doubt  whether  it  is  right,  but 
be  satisfied  that  it  is  wrong.”  The  appeal  should  be  dis- 
missed with  costs. 


Appeal  dismissed. 
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Meagher  v.  The  .ZEtna  Insurance  Company. 

Marine  insurance— Abandonment — Construction  of  policy — Inconsistent 
'provisions. 

D efendants  insured  a vessel  for  $5000  by  a policy  which  provided,  among 
other  things,  that  no  acts  of  the  insurers  or  insured  in  case  of  disaster 
with  a view  to  saving  the  property  should  be  considered  as  a waiver  or 
acceptance  of  abandonment,  but  should  be  without  prejudice  to  the 
rights  of  either  party:  that  the  insured  should  not  have  a right  to  aban- 
don in  any  case  unless  the  amount  which  the  insured  would  be  liable  to 
pay  under  an  adjustment  as  of  a partial  loss,  exclusive  of  general  aver-, 
age,  should  exceed  half  the  amount  insured . A memorandum  was 
written  on  the  face  of  the  policy,  and  set  out  in  the  plaintiff’s  declara- 
tion, as  follows : “ N.B. — It  is  hereby  understood  that  the  above-named 
vessel  is  insured  against  total  loss  only,  and  no  claim  for  general  aver- 
age loss  or  particular  average  loss  to  attach  under  the  policy.” 

The  vessel  struck  upon  a reef  in  the  St.  Lawrence,  on  the  30th  of  July, 
in  calm  water  and  where  no  wind  could  affect  her.  On  the  6th  of  August 
the  plaintiff  gave  notice  of  abandonment,  but  defendants  refused  to  ac 
cept  it,  and  ten  days  after  thev  got  her  off  and  repaired  her,  at  an  ex- 
pense in  all  of  about  $3000  the  declared  value  of  the  vessel  being  $15,00u. 
Held,  1.  That  the  written  memorandum  providing  against  a recovery 
except  for  total  loss  must  prevail,  although  several  printed  conditions 
inconsistent  with  such  an  agreement  were  left  in  the  policy. 

2.  That  the  negative  provision,  that  the  insured  should  not  have  a right 
to  abandon  unless,  &c.,  (as  above,)  would  not  enable  him  to  do  so  as 
of  course  in  the  event  specified,  if  not  otherwise  entitled. 

3.  That  the  evidence  shewed  no  total  loss,  actual  or  constructive,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  therefore  had  no  right  to  abandon. 

The  test  by  which  this  right  must  be  determined  is  whether  a prudent 
man  would  think  it  worth  his  while  to  attempt  to  save  and  repair 
the  vessel. 

4.  The  policy  having  been  prepared  in  the  United  States,  where  de- 
fendants were  incorporated,  and  transmitted  to  their  agent  here,  with 
whom  the  plaintiff  insured,  that  the  law  of  this  country  and  not  of  the 
foreign  country  should  govern,  the  contract  being  in  fact  made  here. 

The  plaintiff  sued  upon  a policy  of  insurance  effected  by  hi  in 
on  the  27th  of  April  1859,  for  $5000,  to  cover  the  period 
from  the  16th  of  April  to  the  80th  of  November,  1859,  on  the 
steamer  Boston  belonging  to  him,  and  to  be  employed  during 
that  time  on  the  lakes  and  rivers  mentioned  in  the  policy, 
including  the  river  St.  Lawrence  from  lake  Ontario  to 
Quebec. 

In  the  policy  the  steamer  with  her  tackle,  apparel,  and 
other  furniture,  was  value  at  $15,000. 

The  assurance  was  against  the  perils  of  the  lakes,  rivers, 
canals,  fires  and  jettisons,  with  the  exception  of  loss  or 
damage  arising  from  certain  causes  specified,  which  excep- 
tions it  is  not  material  to  consider. 

The  policy  as  set  out  contained  the  usual  provisions,  that 
the  insured  should  give  the  insurers  prompt  notice  of  any 
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loss  or  damage,  and  of  the  plan  adopted  for  recovering  the 
vessel : that  the  insured  might  take  measures  for  saving  and 
securing  the  vessel,  without  prejudice  to  his  insurance,  and 
might  cause  her  to  be  forthwith  repaired  : that  in  case  of  his 
neglect  or  refusal  to  take  such  measures  the  insurers  might 
interpose,  and  recover  the  vessel,  and  cause  her  to  be 
repaired  for  account  of  the  insured,  or  that  the  insurers 
should  contribute  to  the  expenditure,  according  to  the  pro- 
portion which  the  sum  insured  should  bear  to  the  valuation 
in  the  policy,  which  would  form  a lien  on  the  vessels,  and  be 
recoverable  against  the  insured,  at  the  option  of  the  insur- 
ers : that  no  particular  loss  or  partiular  average  should  be 
paid  by  the  insurer,  unless  amounting  to  50  per  cent,  of 
the  valuation  : that  losses  should  be  payable  in  sixty  days 
after  proof  of  the  loss  or  damage,  and  of  the  amount  : that 
proof  of  the  same,  and  ot  the  interest  of  the  insured,  should  be 
made  and  presented  at  the  office  of  the  company  : that  in 
all  cases  of  loss  or  damage  one  third  “ new  for  old”  should 
be  deducted  from  the  cost  of  repair,  and  no  partial  loss 
should  be  claimed  unless  amounting  to  a particular  average, 
after  such  deduction : that  the  acts  of  the  insured,  or 
insurers,  or  their  agents,  in  recovering,  saving  and  preserv- 
ing the  property  insured  in  the  case  of  disaster,  should  not 
be  considered  a waiver  or  an  acceptance  of  an  abandonment, 
nor  as  affirming  or  denying  any  liability  under  the  said 
policy,  but  such  acts  should  be  considered  as  done  for  the 
benefit  of  all  concerned,  and  without  prejudice  to  the  rights 
of  either  party  : that  the  insured  should  not  have  a right  to 
abandon  the  said  vessel  in  any  case,  unless  the  amount 
which  the  insured  would  beliableto  pay  under  an  adjustment, 
as  of  a partial  loss,  exclusive  of  general  average  and 
charges  of  the  nature  of  general  average,  should  exceed 
half  the  amonont  insured  : that  no  abandonment  in  any 
case,  whatever  might  be  the  right  to  abandon,  should  be 
allowed  as  cause  for  abandonment,  unless  it  should  be  in 
writing,  signed  by  the  insured,  and  delivered  to  the  com- 
pany, or  their  authorised  agent,  nor  unless  it  should  be 
sufficient,  if  accepted,  to  convey  to  and  vest  in  the  said 
insurance  company  an  unincumbered  and  perfect  title  to 
subject  abandoned. 
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!.  And  it  was  further  set  out  in  the  declaration  that  by  a 
memorandum  endorsed  upon  the  said  policy  it  was  agreed 
that  the  vessel  was  thereby  insured  against  total  loss  only, 
and  that  no  claims  for  general  average  loss  or  particular 
average  loss  should  attach  under  the  said  policy.- 

The  declaration  contained  the  usual  averment  that  at  the 
time  of  insurance,  and  from  thence  till  and  at  the  time  of 
the  loss,  the  plaintiff  was  the  owner  of  the  vessel ; and  it 
was  alleged  that  while  she  was  navigating  the  river  St, 
Lawrence  on  an  upward  trip  from  Montreal  to  Hamilton 
and  St.  Catharines,  on  the  30th  of  July,  1859,  the  Boston 
“ was  by  the  mere  perils  of  the  navigation  wrecked  in  the 
said  river,  and  thereby  became  wholly  lost  to  the  plaintiff,  of 
all  which  the  defendants  then  had  due  notice,  and  the  plain- 
tiff thereupon  duly  abandoned  the  said  vessel  to  the  said  de- 
fendants, who  then  accepted  the  said  abandonment,”  &c. 

Besides  some  pleas  which  were  demurred  to,  the  defen- 
dants pleaded,  1st,  That  the  vessel  insured  was  not  wholly 
lost  to  the  plaintiff,  as  in  the  declaration  alleged,  and  four 
other  pleas,  of  which  the  2nd  and  5th  were  held  bad  on 
demurrer. 

The  third  and  fourth  pleas,  which  were  also  demurred  to, 
were  adjudged  to  be  good  pleas  in  bar,  and  the  plaintiff 
obtained  leave  afterwards  to  take  issue  upon  them.  ( a ) 

The  third  plea  was,  “ that  the  plaintiff  did  not  duly 
abandon  the  said  vessel,  nor  did  the  defendants  accept  the 
said  abandonment  as  alleged.” 

The  fourth  plea  was,  “ that  the  said  abandonment  in  the 
declaration  mentioned  was  not  sufficient  to  convey  to  and 
vest  in  the  said  defendants  an  unincumbered  and  perfect 
title  to  the  said  vessel.” 

At  the  trial,  at  Toronto,  before  McLean , J.,  the  printed 
policy  was  produced.  It  contained  a memorandum  written 
across  the  face  of  it,  in  the  following  words,  in  red  ink ; 

“ N.  B. — It  is  hereby  understood  that  the  above-named 
vessel  is  insured  against  total  loss  only,  and  no  claim  for 
general  average  loss  or  particular  average  loss  to  attach 
under  the  policy.” 


39 


(a)  See  19  U.  C.  R 530. 


20  U.  C.  Q.  B. 
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At  the  conclusion  of  the  evidence  Galt , Q.  C.,  for  the 
defendants,  took  a number  of  exceptions  to  the  plaintiff’s 
case,  moving  upon  them  as  grounds  of  nonsuit,  on  which 
the  learned  judge  reserved  leave  to  him  to  move  in  term, 
and  allowed  the  case  to  proceed.  Very  many  witnesses  were 
examined  and  a great  mass  of  evidence  received,  chiefly 
upon  the  point  whether  the  nature  of  the  damage  to  the 
vessel  was  such  as  entitled  the  plaintiff  to  abandon  her  as 
a total  loss,  on  the  rule  laid  down,  that  if  a prudent  man 
could  not  be  expected  to  incur  the  expense  of  attempting  to 
save  her  under  the  circumstances  in  which  she  lay,  the 
insured  could  properly  give  notice  of  abandonment ; and 
also  upon  the  point  whether  it  would  have  cost  more  to  get 
her  off  and  repair  her  than  fifty  per  cent,  of  her  declared 
value,  with  the  modifications  which  have  been  applied  in 
regard  to  such  estimates. 

The  main  facts  of  the  case  were  these  : on  Saturday,  the 
80th  of  July,  1859,  the  Boston  in  coming  up  the  river  St. 
Lawrence  struck  upon  a shoal  or  reef,  which  runs  out  north- 
erly towards  point  Iriquois,  on  the  Canadian  side  of  the 
river,  in  Upper  Canada,  where  the  river  is  probably  from 
half  a mile  to  a mile  wide,  the  place  being  quite  inland  and 
many  hundred  miles  from  the  sea. 

This  accident  occurred  about  2 o’clock  in  the  day,  from 
some  cause  not  clearly  accounted  for  in  the  evidence.  She 
had  some  cargo  in  her,  and  the  plaintiff  was  himself  on 
board.  A large  boulder  at  the  point  of  the  reef  came  under 
the  vessel  about  amidships  ; she  hung  upon  this,  and  sank 
at  the  bow  and  stern  till  the  water  became  level  within  her. 
From  the  situation  in  which  she  was,  she  was  not  exposed 
to  the  action  of  any  sea,  ana  could  be  easily  got  off  and 
taken  to  a place  of  safety,  if  the  nature  and  extent  of  her 
injury  should  be  found  to  admit  of  it. 

The  captain  telegraphed  to  Belleville  for  a steamer  be- 
longing to  the  plaintiff  to  come  down  to  her  assistance,  and 
one  arrived  the  next  day  and  took  off  the  cargo.  On  Mon- 
day the  captain  sent  up  a protest  describing  the  accident  to» 
the  defendants’  agent  at  Kingston,  and  on  Monday  or  Tues- 
day two  gentlemen  came  down  who  were  salvage  agents — 
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one  of  them  for  an  association  of  underwriters  at  Buffalo,  and 
the  other,  Mr.  Fortin  for  the  defendants  and  the  Home  In- 
surance Company  of  Buffalo,  with  which  latter  company  the 
plaintiff  had  also  insured  the  Boston  in  the  sum  of  $3000. 
The  plaintiff  got  some  shipwrights  to  examine  the  vessel, 
and  so  also  did  the  defendants  through  their  agents. 

There  was  great  discrepancy  in  the  evidence  as  to  the  ex- 
tent to  which  the  Boston  was  injured,  and  what  it  would  cost 
to  repair  her  so  as  to  make  her  as  seaworthy  as  she  was  be- 
fore the  accident ; but  at  present  it  is  intended  to  state  only 
such  principal  facts  in  the  case  as  seemed  to  be  proved  with- 
out dispute,  and  as  are  necessary  for  determining  the  legal 
exceptions  taken  to  the  plaintiff’s  recovery. 

On  the  5th  of  August,  six  days  after  the  accident,  the 
plaintiff  went  to  the  office  of  the  defendant’s  agent  in  King- 
ston, and  said  he  would  abandon  the  vessel,  intimating  also 
that  he  would  claim  for  a total  loss.  The  agent  told  him 
that  he  had  nothing  to  say  to  that : that  he  had  heard  from 
the  defendants  and  from  others  that  the  vessel  could  not  be 
abandoned  by  him  as  a total  loss,  while  she  was  lying  as 
she  was. 

The  next  day  (6th  of  August)  the  plaintiff  took  or  sent  to 
the  office  (the  agent  being  absent)  a written  notice  signed  by 
him, that  he  had  abandoned  the  steamer  Boston, in  pursuance 
of  the  terms  of  the  policy,  adding  in  it  that  he  would  exert 
himself  to  the  utmost  to  save  the  vessel  for  the  insurance 
companies,  and  not  for  himself,  and  that  he  held  them  liable 
for  the  whole  amount  of  insurance. 

On  the  l‘2th  of  September  the  plaintiff  delivered  to  the 
defendants’  agent  an  affidavit  made  by  him,  stating  the 
wreck  of  the  vessel  on  tho  30th  of  July,  and  referring  to 
protests  which  he  had  before  delivered,  describing  the  parti- 
culars of  the  casualty.  He  swore  in  this  affidavit  that  on  the 
6th  of  August  he  had  given  formal  notice  of  abandonment,, 
and  that  he  claimed  as  for  a total  loss.  In  this  same  affida- 
vit the  plaintiff  swore  that  on  the  7th  of  January,  1859,  he 
became  the  owner  of  the  Boston , under  a bill  of  sale  from 
one  Thomas  Paton  therewith  submitted,  and  that  he  con- 
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linued  to  be  such  owner  from  thence  to  the  time  of  the 
wreck  of  the  steamer. 

There  were  produced  at  the  trial,  1st,  a mortgage  dated 
the  21st  of  May,  1856,  professing  to  be  made  by  James 
Nixon,  John  E.  Swale,  and  John  Owen  Nixon,  of  Hamilton, 
to  Michael  Wilson  Browne,  of  the  steamer  Boston , to  secure 
£8,875,  stated  to  have  been  that  day  lent  to  them  by 
Browne,  and  which  was  to  be  repaid  to  Browne  on  the  11th 
of  November,  1856,  with  interest  at  six  per  cent.  Prefixed 
to  the  mortgage  was  a table  like  that  contained  in  the  form 
of  the  English  Merchant  Shipping  Act,  17  and  18  Vic., 
oh.  104,  schedule  I.,  in  which  it  was  stated  that  the  Boston 
was  built  at  Quebec,  in  1852,  and  was  registered  there  as  a 
British  built  ship,  and  a particular  description  of  her  was 
given,  with  her  registered  tonnage. 

The  mortgagors  thereby  mortgaged  the  whole  vessel  in  the 
words  of  the  statutory  form,  covenanting  that  they  had 
power  to  mortgage,  and  that  she  was  free  from  incumbrance. 
And  it  was  further  stated  in  it  that  the  mortgage  was 
made  on  condition  that  the  power  of  sale  which  by  the  Mer- 
chant Shipping  Act,  17  and  18  Vic.,  ch.  104,  was  vested  in 
the  mortgagee,  should  not  be  exercised  till  the  11th  of  Nov  - 
ber,  1856. 

It  was  marked  as  entered  in  the  Cusom  House  at  Quebec, 
on  the  21st  of  July,  1856,  which  entry  was  signed  by  the 
registrar. 

There  was  next  produced  a bill  of  sale  from  M.  W. 
Browne  by  James  Coleman,  dated  4th  of  June,  1857,  and 
headed  by  a similar  description  of  the  steamer  Boston , by 
which  Browne,  calling  himself  mortgagee  of  the  ship  Boston , 
a s described  above,  and  referring  to  the  mortgage  made  to 
him  by  Nixon  and  Swales,  transferred  her  to  Coleman. 

This  appeared  also  to  have  been  entered  with  the  registrar 
of  the  port  of  Quebec  on  the  9th  of  June,  1857. 

Next  a deed  was  produced,  dated  the  4th  of  June,  1857, 
similar  to  the  last  in  its  form,  and  entered  on  the  9th  of 
June  with  the  registrar  of  the  port  of  Quebec,  by  which 
Coleman  transferred  the  Boston  to  Thomas  Paton  of  Mon- 
treal. 
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And  lastly,  a deed  from  Thomas  Paton,  dated  the  7th  of 
January,  1859.  by  which  Paton,  in  consideration  of  $7,800, 
transferred  the  Boston  to  this  plaintiff.  This  was  entered 
on  the  8th  of  February,  1859,  with  the  registrar  of  Quebec. 

No  further  proof  was  given  at  the  trial  of  the  execution 
of  any  of  these  deeds,  than  what  was  given  by  M.  W. 
Browne,  the  mortgagee  of  Nixon  and  Swales,  who  being 
called  as  a witness  for  the  plaintiff  stated  that  the  mortgage 
to  him  by  Messrs.  Nixon  and  Swales  was  executed  by  the 
three  partners  who  were  named  in  it ; that  they  had  pur- 
chased the  Boston  from  him,  and  had  given  this  mortgage 
back,  to  secure  the  purchase  money. 

He  swore  also  that  he  executed  the  deed  to  Coleman 
which  was  produced,  he  being  then  in  possession  of  the 
vessel. 

No  proof  was  given  of  the  execution  of  the  bill  of  sale 
from  Coleman  to  Paton,  orof  that  from  Paton  to  Meagher, 
He  swore  that  the  vessel  was  sold  by  auction  by  Paton,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  bought  her  at  the  sale  for  $7,800  as  he 
thought. 

There  was  no  evidence  as  to  the  interest  of  Browne  in 
the  vessel,  when  he  sold  her  to  Messrs  Nixon  and  Swales, 
as  he  said  he  did,  or  how  he  acquired  it ; nor  was  there  any 
certificate  of  ownership  in  evidence,  or  any  proof  as  to 
who  was  the  registered  owner. 

There  was  no  evidence  of  any  offer  by  the  plaintiff  to 
convey  his  interest  in  the  boat  to  the  defendants  when  he 
claimed  to  abandon  her,  or  at  any  time  before  action 
brought,  nor  any  proof  that  he  had  exhibited  his  title  or 
disclosed  the  particulars  of  it. 

On  the  defence,  it  was  proved  that  the  marine  inspector 
of  the  defendants  was  sent  down  on  the  1st  of  August  by 
their  agent  at  Kingston  to  inspect  the  vessel  as  she  lay 
upon  the  reef.  He  discribed  on  the  trial  in  what  state  he 
found  her  and  stated  that  he  saw  the  plaintiff  on  board  the 
Boston,  who  spoke  of  abandoning  the  vessel  as  a total  loss, 
under  a clause  in  his  policy,  contending  that  he  had  a right 
to  do  so  if  the  injury  was  equal  in  amount  to  one  half  of  the 
sum  insured:  that  the  plaintiff  was  informed  by  him,  the 
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witness,  that  he  did  not  consider  the  vessel  a total  loss,  and 
would  not  assume  the  responsibility  of  so  deciding  till  he 
heard  from  the  defendants  at  Buffalo:  that  they  then  spoke 
of  the  best  method  of  getting  off  the  vessel:  that  no  one 
considered  it  impossible  to  get  her  off:  that  the  plaintiff  was 
insisting  that  he  had  a right  to  abandon  her : that  the 
weather  was  fine,  and  no  wind  could  effect  her  where  she 
was  : that  he,  the  witness,  was  in  the  boat  from  the  Tuesday 
after  the  wreck  till  next  Saturday,  and  returned  to  her 
again  on  Wednesday  following,  when  he  brought  men 
and  scows,  and  proper  appliances  to  get  off  the  vesssl.  He 
swore  that  he  remained  with  the  vessel  assisting  and  super- 
intending till  she  was  afloat,  which  was  on  the  16th  of 
August,  the  plaintiff  being  there  occasionally  for  the  first 
two  or  three  days,  but  making  no  attempt  to  get  her  off. 
He  stated  that  when  she  was  cleared  of  water  by  a steam 
pump  which  was  brought  down  from  Buffalo  they  raised  her 
bow,  and  she  floated  off  so  easily  when  the  steamer  was 
attached  to  her  that  there  was  no  hitch  or  jar  in  the  move- 
ment : that  in  taking  her  up  the  river  to  Ogdensburgh  they 
had  to  work  the  steam  pump  five  or  ten  minutes  in  an  hour, 
an  account  of  leakage — not  more.  They  were  a week 
employed  in  getting  her  off. 

The  total  expenses,  including  the  steam  pump,  and  all 
charges  of  taking  her  to  the  Marine  Railway  at  Ogdens- 
burgh (but  not  of  hauling  her  up,)  amounted  to  $2216  44c. 

It  was  proved  by  other  witnesses  that  the  whole  expense 
of  repairing  her  and  launching  her  again  was  $889  98c., 
the  expense  of  getting  down  and  using  the  steamer  form- 
ing by  far  the  larger  portion  of  the  sum. 

The  general  agent  of  the  defendants  at  Buffalo  swore  that 
he  came  down  to  Ogdensburgh,  and  was  there  the  day  the 
Boston  was  brought  in,  and  that  he  saw  the  plaintiff  there 
and  conversed  with  him : that  the  vessel  had  then  been 
attached  by  the  witness  for  the  amount  of  the  expenses 
incurred  in  getting  the  vessel  off,  which  the  witness  told  the 
plaintiff  they  had  incurred  as  salvors,  in  order  that  they 
might  restore  the  vessel ; and  that  they  would  give  him 
up  the  vessel,  and  relieve  her  from  the  attachmeht  and 
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give  him  a year  or  two  to  pay  the  amount,  upon  giving 
security.  The  plaintiff  declined  that,  contending  that  lie 
was  at  liberty  to  treat  it  as  a total  loss,  but  he  offered, 
as  this  witness  said,  to  take  the  boat  as  she  then  lay  at 
Ogdensburg,  without  repairs,  if  the  defendants  would  pay 
the  expense  of  raising  her  and  getting  her  to  Ogdensburg. 

At  this  time  the  Boston  had  not  been  hauled  out  for 
repairs.  The  expenses  it  seemed  were  incurred  by  the  two 
companies  who  had  insured  for  the  plaintiff. 

The  evidence  was  on  many  points  inconsistent  and  con- 
flicting to  a remarkable  degree.  The  learned  judge  charged 
the  jury  upon  the  general  effect  of  the  testimony  in  such  a 
manner  as  the  plaintiff’s  counsel  seemed  to  consider  unfa- 
vourable to  his  case,  for  he  took  a great  variety  of  objections 
to  the  charge,  which  it  becomes  now  not  material  to  advert 
to,  for  the  jury,  being  either  unwilling  or  unable  to  dispose 
satisfactorily  to  themselves  of  the  specific  questions  of  fact 
wliich  they  had  been  asked  to  determine,  gave  a general 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  $5,400,  being  the  whole  sum 
sum  insured  and  interest. 

The  defendants  were  a foreign  company,  carrying  on 
business  at  Hartford,  in  the  United  States,  and  the  policy 
was  prepared  and  transmitted  from  thence  on  the  instruc- 
tions of  their  agent  at  Kingston,  with  whom  the  plaintiff 
-effected  the  insurance. 

Eccles,  Q.  C.  for  the  defendants,  obtained  a rule  nisi  for 
a nonsuit  on  the  leave  reserved,  or  for  a new  trial,  on  the 
following  grounds  : 

1.  That  no  total  loss  of  the  vessel  insured  in  point  of 
fact  was  proved  at  the  trial. 

2.  That  no  constructive  total  loss  of  the  steamer,  by 
reason  of  damage  or  otherwise,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
policy,  was  proved. 

3.  That  no  notice  of  abandonment  of  the  said  steamer  by 
the  plaintiff  was  proved  to  have  been  given  to  the  defend- 
ants within  a reasonable  time. 

4.  That  the  abandonment  attempted  to  be  proved  was 
insufficient  within  the  meaning  of  the  policy,  because  no 
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conveyance  of  the  vessel  was  proved  to  have  been  made  or 
tendered  to  the  defendants. 

5.  That  no  title  was  shewn  to  have  been  in  the  plaintiff, 
so  that  he  could  within  the  meaning  of  the  policy  make  a 
conveyance  thereof  to  the  defendants  free  from  incum- 
brances. 

And  as  regards  a new  trial,  it  was  moved  generally  on 
the  law  and  evidence  and  judge’s  charge. 

Crooks  and  M.  C.  Cameron , shewed  cause,  and  cited 
Irving  v.  Manning,  1 H.  L.  Cas.  287 ; Arnould  on  Ins.  2nd. 
Ed., 90-91, 1012,  1067, 1074, 1089, 1106, 1107-9, 1118, 1165, 
1172  ; Kent  Com.  iii.  821 ; Bradlie  v.  the  Maryland  Insu- 
rance Company,  12  Peters  897,  399 ; Reimer  v.  Ringrose, 
6 Ex.  263  ; Holdsworth  v.  Wise,  7 B.  & C.  794  ; Dean  v. 
Hornby,  3 E.  & B.  180;  Lozano  v.  Jansen,  5 Jur.  N.  S. 
1401 ; Philips  on  Insurance,  1543,  1544,  1548  ; Peele  v. 
Merchants’  Insurance  Co.,  3 Mason  27 ; Gloucester  Ins.  Co., 
v.  Younger,  2 Curtis  322  ; Reynolds  v.  Ocean  Ins.  Co., 
1 Mete.  160  ; Stewart  v.  Greenock  Marine  Ins-  Co.,  2 H. 
L.  Cas.  176,  1 McQueen  Sc.  Ap.  Cas.  328;  Scottish 
Marine  Ins.  Co.  v.  Turner,  17  Jur.  631. 

Eccles , Q.  C.,  Galt , Q.  C.,  and  Anderson , supported  the 
rule,  citing  Colgan  v.  London  Assurance  Co.,  5 M.  & S. 
447;  Arnould  on  Ins.  1166-7,  1000,  994;  Anderson  v. 
Royal  Exchange  Assurance  Co.,  7 East  38  ; Philips  on  Ins. 
secs.  1519,  1543,  1544,  1539,  1669,  1559,  1763,  1767  ; King 
v.  Western  Assurance  Co.,  7 Cl  P.  300 ; Moss  v.  Smith, 
9 C.  B.  94;  Rosetto  v.  Gurney,  11  C.  B.  176;  Ralli  v. 
Janson,  6 E.  & B.  422;  Kent  Com.  iii.  299;  Hugg  v. 
Augusta  Insurance  Co.,  7 Howard  604 ; Park  on  Ins.  247, 
252  ; Cocking  v.  Eraser,  4 Doug.  295 ; Dyson  v.  Rowcroft, 
3 B.  & P.  474  ; Glennie  v.  London  Assurance  Co.,  2 M.  & 
S.  371 ; Thompson  v.  Royal  Exchange  Assurance  Company, 
16  East  214 ; Davy  v.  Melford,  15  East  559 ; Roux  v. 
Salvador,  3 Bing.  N.  C.  266  ; Godsall  v.  Boldero,  9 East 
72;  Naylor  v.  Taylor,  9 B.  & C.  718;  Cazalet  v.  St. 
Barbe,  1 T.  R.  187 ; Doyle  v.  Dallas,  1 Moo.  & Rob.  18 ; 
Cambridge  v.  Anderton  2 B.  & C.  691  ; Reimer  v.  Ringrose, 
20  L.  J.  N.  S.  Ex.  175  ; S.  C.,  Ex.  263  ; Gardner  v.  Sal- 
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vador,  1 Moo.  & Bob.  116 ; Tanner  v.  Bennett,  E.  & M, 
182 ; Underwood  v.  Eobertson,  4 Camp.  138  ; Parker  v, 
Wallis,  5 E.  & B.  21. 

Bobinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

We  are  to  consider  first  what  law  is  to  govern.  We  think 
that  of  Upper  Canada,  for  that  the  contract  was  in  fact  made 
in  Kingston  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  agency  there. 

It  would  clearly  have  been  so  if  the  agent  had  given  a 
receipt  for  the  premium,  for  the  insurance  weuld  have  been 
substantially  complete  before  the  policy  was  made  out.  The 
policy  being  delivered  at  Kingston  is  the  formal  completion 
of  the  contract.  Some  argument  may  be  derived  from  our 
statute  of  1860,  ch.  33. 

But  if  it  should  be  held  that  the  law  of  the  state  of  New 
York,  where  the  seat  of  the  corporation  is,  should  govern, 
that  would  not  affect  the  case  as  it  stands  before  us,  for  there 
was  no  evidence  of  that  law,  and  we  cannot  therefore  assume 
that  it  is  different  from  our  own,  and  that  total  loss  there  has 
a different  meaning  from  total  loss  here. 

Then  as  to  the  policy : 

The  condition  endorsed  in  writing  on  the  face  of  the 
policy,  “that  the  vessel  was  insured  against  total  loss  only*, 
and  that  no  claim  for  general  average  loss,  or  particular 
average  loss  shall  attach  under  the  policy,”  is  no  doubt  to  do 
read  as  part  of  the  policy',  and  we  cannot  doubt  that  such 
was  the  deliberate  intention  of  the  parties.  That  indeed  is 
not  denied  ; but  though  this  special  provision  forms  part  of 
the  policy,  all  the  rest  of  the  instrument,  as  it  would  have  ex- 
isted in  the  printed  form  if  there  had  been  no  such  provision* 
ha3  been  left  standing,  and  some  parts  of  the  general  form 
of  policy  as  they  stand  unaltered  are  inconsistent  with  the 
condition  which  makes  the  company  liable  only  in  case  of 
total  loss. 

We  are  told  in  one  part  of  the  policy  that  no  claim  for 
general  average  loss  or  particular  average  loss  shall  attach 
under  the  policy,  while  in  other  parts  of  it  we  are  told  that 
the  insured  shall  give  prompt  notice  of  “ any  loss  or  da - 


618  queen’s  BENCH,  EASTER  TERM,  24  VIC.,  1861. 

mage  : that  no  particular  loss , or  particular  average  should 
be  paid  by  the  insurer  unless  amounting  to  50  per  cent,  of 
the  valuation  : that  losses  should  be  payable  in  sixty  days 
after  proof  of  the  loss  or  damage  and  of  the  amount ; and 
that  in  all  cases  of  loss  or  damage  one  third  new  for  old 
should  be  deducted  from  the  cost  of  repair  ; and  that  no  par- 
tial loss  shall  be  claimed  unless  amounting  to  a particular 
average  (that  is,  as  above  declared,  50  per  cent,  of  the  valua- 
tion) after  such  deduction. 

These  would  have  stood  with  propriety  as  part  of  the 
policy,  if  there  had  been  no  such  special  provision  in  it  as 
restricts  the  claim  which  the  insured  can  make  under  it  to 
the  case  of  total  loss  only,  but  they  are  inconsisted  with 
that  provision. 

Then  follows  this  very  material  condition  : “ The  insured 
shall  not  have  a right  to  abandon  the  said  vessel  in  any  case, 
unless  the  amount  which  the  insured  would  be  liable  to  pay 
under  an  adjustment  as  of  a partial  loss,  exclusive  of  general 
average  and  charges  of  the  nature  of  general  average,  should 
exceed  half  the  amount  insured .” 

It  is  rather  perplexing  to  know7  what  to  make  of  such  a 
policy. 

This,  however,  is  plain,  that  the  defendants  can  only  be 
made  liable  as  for  a total  loss,  for  their  engagement  is 
clearly  and  positively  limited  to  that. 

Then  taking  the  policy  and  the  evidence  given  at  the  trial, 
how  does  the  case  stand  in  regard  to  those  legal  exceptions 
which  were  take  as  grounds  of  nonsuit,  and  reserved  for 
our  consideration  here  ? 

The  first  is  that  a total  loss  was  not  proved  at  the  trial 
Certainly  an  actual  total  loss  was  not  proved,  nor  anything 
approaching  to  it : that  is  indeed  not  attempted  to  be  main- 
tained on  the  plaintiff’s  side.  The  vessel  was  fast  on  a shoal 
in  the  river  a few  hundred  feet  from  the  shore,  at  midsum- 
mer, the  calmest  season  of  the  year,  and  w7here  in  any  sea- 
son there  would  be  no  danger  from  the  agitation  of  the 
waters.  She  was  in  a situation  which  admitted  of  all  means 
for  getting  her  off  being  easily  taken,  and  of  removing  her 
afterwards  to  a place  of  safety  where  she  could  be  readily 
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repaint].  From  the  first  no  one  seemed  to  doubt  that  she 
could  be  raised  and  restored,  as  in  fact  she  has  been,  after 
freeing  her  from  water  and  applying  eight  or  ten  days 
labour. 

But  the  plaintiff  being  present  at  the  time  of  the  casualty, 
seems  either  then  or  very  soon  after  to  have  made  up  his 
mind  to  make  no  effort  to  relieve  the  vessel,  but  to  force  her 
upon  the  defendants  as  a total  loss,  on  the  principle  that  the 
policy,  as  he  assumes,  entitled  him  to  abandon  her  if  he 
could  make  it  appear  that  the  cost  of  floating  the  vessel, 
getting  her  to  a place  of  safety,  and  repairing  her,  would  ex- 
ceed half  the  amount  insured.  The  defendants,  on  the 
other  hand, seem  to  have  been  consistent  from  the  first  in  their 
resistance  of  such  a claim.  They  called  upon  the  plaintiff  to 
lake  measures  for  saving  the  vessel, but  he  'would  do  nothing 
Either  party  was  at  liberty  to  exert  himself  in  restoring  the 
vessel  without  prejudicing  his  position  under  his  policy,  for 
that  is  expressly  provided  for;  and  the  defendants  having  got 
off  the  vessel  with  little  difficulty,  and  offered  to  restored  her 
on  being  repaid  the  expense  they  had  been  at,  have  shewn 
thereby  very  plainly  that  she  was  not  an  actual  total  loss. 

Then  was  it  upon  the  evidence  a constructive  total  loss, 
admitting,  as  we  suppose  it  must  be  admitted,  that  under 
certain  circumstances  different  from  those  in  evidence  here, 
the  plaintiff  by  abandoning  the  vessel  and  giving  proper  no- 
tice might  legally  claim  as  for  a total  loss  under  this  policy, 
although  the  vessel  had  never  lost  her  character  as  a vessel, 
but  immediately  after  being  got  off  had  been  taken  to  a con- 
venient dock,  and  there  repaired  so  as  to  make  her,  accord- 
ing to  the  testimony  of  the  defendants, in  a state  as  seaworthy 
as  she  was  before  the  accident  ? 

We  do  not  think  the  plaintiff  intended  to  insist  on  the  ar- 
gument that  he  could  claim  as  for  a constructive  total  loss, 
if  he  could  shew  that  the  expense  of  getting  off  the  vessel 
and  repairing  the  accident  would  exceed  half  the  amount  in- 
sured, though  the  policy  would  seem  to  make  that  the  test. 

He  seemed  rather  to  endeavour  to  bring  himself  within  the 
rule,  supported,  as  he  says,  by  decisions  in  courts  of  the 
United  States,  that  the  insured  can  claim  as  for  a total  loss 
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when  the  expense  of  repairs  (including  the  charge  of  float- 
ing the  vessel)  would  exceed  half  of  the  value  declared  in 
the  policy. 

We  cannot  say  whether  the  jury  did  or  did  not  find  in  this 
case  that  the  expense  would  amount  to  one  half  of  the  de- 
clared value — that  is,  to  $7500 — for  the  jury  would  find 
nothing  special,  but  simply  gave  their  verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

But  it  is  enough  to  say  that  there  is  no  authority  for  ap- 
plying such  a test  accodinp  to  the  law  of  this  province — in 
other  words,  the  law  of  England,  for  we  have  no  peculiar 
law  or  custom  on  the  subject.  The  test  by  the  law  of  Eng- 
land clearly  is  whether  a prudent  man  would  think  it  worth 
his  while  to  attempt  to  save  and  repair  the  vessel,  and  it  is 
assumed  that  he  would  not  do  it  unless  he  had  the  prospect 
of  gaining  something  by  the  attempt ; in  other  words,  that 
he  would  not  make  the  attempt  unless  it  appear  probable 
that  the  vessel,  when  got  off  and  restored  to  the  state  she 
was  in  before  the  accident,  would  be  worth  as  much  as  the 
operation  would  cost  him.  The  English  authorities  have,  as 
we  conceive,  at  last  fully  established  that  as  the  criterion  of 
a total  loss. 

Taken  by  that  test,  the  evidence  would  certainly  shew 
that  the  insured  had  no  right  to  abandon  as  for  a construc- 
tive total  loss.  We  have  no  right  to  apply  what  the  plain- 
tiff contends  is  the  American  test,  and  if  we  had  we  must 
say  it  seems  to  us  clear  that  the  jury  ought  not  to  have 
found  from  the  evidence  that  even  so  the  plaintiff  could 
rightly  claim  as  for  a total  loss. 

But  we  must  dismiss  that  test  altogether  as  one  that  we 
have  no  authority  to  apply,  and  then  it  only  remains  to  con- 
sider whether  we  should  apply  the  other  test,  more  favoura- 
ble than  either  the  English  or  American  general  rule,  to 
which  this  policy  points,  namely,  that  the  right  to  abandon 
by  giving  notice  exist  when  the  expense  of  restoring  would 
exceed  half  the  amount  insured — -in  this  case  half  of  $5000. 

When  we  say  that  $5000  was  the  amount  insured,  we 
speak  only  of  the  amount  covered  by  this  policy,  and  do  not 
include  the  other  $10,000  of  the  $15,000,  the  declared  value, 
for  $3000  of  which  the  plaintiff  had  obtained  another  policy 
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from  the  Home  Insurance  Company,  and  for  the  remainder 
of  which  the  plaintiff  had  taken  the  risk  upon  himself,  and 
so  was  in  one  sense  his  own  insurer.  If  these  are  to  be  in- 
cluded they  would  make  $7500  the  sum  with  which  we  are 
to  compare  the  cost  of  repairs,  &c. 

Taking  it  upon  any  mode  of  calculation  that  can  be  based 
upon  the  evidence,  and  making  such  deduction  as  it  would 
be  obviously  proper  to  make  from  the  $6200  at  which  the 
estimate  for  repairs  was  calculated  by  the  witnesses  called  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  we  have  little  or  no  doubt  that  the 
plaintiff  was  not  entitled  in  fact  to  abandon  by  the  facts  as 
they  stood  at  the  time  he  gave  the  notice  on  the  6th  of 
August.  But  his  notice  of  abandonment  was  never  in  fact 
accepted  ; it  was,  on  the  contrary,  always  contended  against. 
The  plaintiff  was  called  upon  to  exert  himself  for  getting  off 
his  vessel  and  repairing  her,  but  he  declined.  The  defend- 
ants in  consequence  got  off  his  vessel  without  difficulty  and 
repaired  her,  and  have  offered  to  restore  her.  It  is  impos- 
sible to  make  out  after  this  that  this  was  a total  lose.  If  the 
repairs  which  the  defendants  have  had  done  to  the  vessel  are 
not  even  worth  the  very  sum  which  they  have  cost,  $700, 
and  a little  over,  or  if  they  have  been  such  as  to  he  of  little 
use,  it  is  enough  for  the  present  purpose  that  they  have  en- 
abled the  defendants  to  restore  the  vessel  to  the  plaintiff, 
not  a mere  congeries  of  planks,  but  in  specie  as  a steam  ves 
sel ; and  any  question  about  the  cost  of  the  repairs  can  only 
properly  come  up,  if  at  all,  in  a contest  between  the  parties 
about  the  payment  of  those  repairs  to  the  defendants.  Again 
if  much  more  must  he  done  for  making  the  Boston  a safe 
vessel  to  navigate  the  lakes,  that  may  depend  much  more 
upon  what  she  was  before  the  accident  than  upon  the 
injury  done  to  her  by  the  accident ; and  if  the  injury 
from  the  accident  calls  for  more  yet  to  be  done  than 
has  been  done,  before  she  can  be  justly  said  to  be  as  sea- 
worthy as  she  was  before  she  struck  on  the  reef,  the 
only  effect  of  that  being  established  would  be  to  demonstrate 
that  the  plaintiff  has  suffered  more  in  the  way  of  partial  loss 
than  he  or  others  may  at  first  have  suspected ; but  such  loss, 
whatever  it  may  prove  to  be,  was  not  one  against  which  he 


622  queen’s  BENCH,  EASTER  TERM,  24  VIC.,  1801. 

had  choson  fco  protect  himself  by  insurance,  and  be  must 
therefore  be  content  to  bear  it. 

What  has  been  done  has  proved  that  the  vessel  was  never 
a total  loss.  She  was  in  no  danger  where  she  lay  of  be- 
coming a total  wreck  before  she  could  be  got  off  and  taken 
to  a place  of  safety,  and  there  was  abundant  time  and  op- 
portunity for  doing  so.  If  instead  of  being  stuck  on  a bar 
in  a river  far  inland,  with  cultivated  farms,  as  we  know,  with- 
in a short  distance  of  her  on  either  side,  she  had  stranded  on 
a reef  in  the  ocean,  or  in  one  of  our  large  open  lakes,  she 
would  have  been  liable  to  be  overwhelmed  and  broken  up  by 
the  first  gale  that  occurred  after  the  accident.  The  insured, 
or  his  agent,  if  he  knew  her  to  be  in  such  a situation,  and 
was  satisfied  that  it  was  not  worth  his  while  to  attempt  to 
save  her,  might  reasonably  have  endeavoured  to  throw  the 
loss  of  she  vessel  on  the  insurers  by  giving  notice  of  aban- 
donment, and  it  would  then  have  been  for  them  to  consider 
whether  they  would  accept  the  abandonment,  and  apply 
themselves  at  once  to  the  attempt  to  get  the  vessel  off.  Un- 
der the  discouraging  circumstance,  that  in  the  case  supposed 
the  risk  was  great  and  immediate  of  her  being  broken  to 
pieces  by  the  waves  before  they  could  float  her,  it  is  proba- 
ble that  the  insured  would  have  given  notice  of  abandonment 
and  held  himself  secure,  whether  the  insurers  should  accept 
it  or  not,  and  that  the  insurers  would  have  declined  to  accept 
the  abandonment,  and  take  the  chance  of  what  would  follow. 
The  vessel  so  situated  as  we  have  supposed  would  no  doubt 
soon  have  become  an  actual  total  loss,  and  then  the  parties 
would  have  had  to  look  to  the  consequences ; but  here  the 
vessel  as  she  lay  aground  in  the  river,  was  in  no  such  dan- 
gerous position  ; she  stuck  fast  borne  up  in  the  centre  by 
the  rock  on  which  she  grounded,  and  both  ends  drooping 
from  their  weight,  added  to  by  the  weight  of  the  water  which 
had  gained  admission  at  the  bottom.  She  still  remained  a ship 
or  vessel,  not  worth  perhaps  so  much  as  she  was  valued  at 
from  the  timber  with  which  she  was  constructed,  and  from 
her  state  of  decay,  but  not  probably  worth  very  much  less 
than  she  was  when  she  was  insured,  if  we  except  what  it 
would  cost  to  get  her  off,  and  repair  the  injury  she  had  re- 
ceived from  taking  the  ground. 
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The  defendants,  without  prejudice  to  their  rights,  were  at 
liberty  to  get  her  off  and  repair  her,  so  that  they  could  re- 
store her  to  the  plaintiff,  since  he  would  take  no  steps  to  that 
end  himself  ; and  did  with  ease,  as  it  seems,  float  her  and 
repair  her,  and  offered  her  back  to  the  insured,  with  her 
engines  in  her.  Whether  she  was  or  was  not  when  so  ten- 
dered to  the  plaintiff  as  sound  and  seaworthy  as  before  she 
struck,  is  not  a point  that  can  determine  the  question  of 
her  being  a total  mss,  for  she  had  been  recovered  and  re- 
stored, and  was  then  afloat  and  in  safety,  having  sustained 
an  injury,  for  repairing  which  the  plaintiff  would  be  liable 
to  the  defendants  so  far  as  they  had  repaired  it,  and  the 
rest  of  the  injury  if  it  was  not  wholly  repaired  the  plaintiff 
must  himself  have  borne,  since  he  chose  to  run  all  risk  of 
partial  loss. 

There  was  certainly  not  in  this  case  an  actual  total  loss. 
There  was  not  abandonment  accepted  by  the  defendants,  nor^ 
we  think,  such  a constructive  total  loss  as  entitled  the  plain- 
tiff to  give  notice  of  abandonment  which  could  avail  him 
though  not  accepted,  and  which  could  warrant  him  in  reject- 
ing the  vessel  when  repaired  and  tendered  back  to  him,  for 
she  was  not  at  the  time  of  abandonment  in  imminent  danger 
ol  total  destruction. 

It  is  laid  down  in  Arnould  on  Insurance,  p.  993,  that 
“except  in  cases  where  the  underwriter,  by  accepting  or 
acting  upon  the  abandonment  has  precluded  himself  from 
taking  any  objection  to  its  validity,  it  may  oe  laid  down  as 
an  universal  principle,  that  no  abandonment  can  have  any 
effectual  operation  unless  the  state  of  things  were  such  as  to 
justify  it  at  the  time  it  was  made.”  In  Roux  v.  Salvador 
(3  Bing.  N.  C.  286-7)  Lord  Abincjer  has  clearly  explained  the 
meaning  and  extent  of  this  principle. 

We  refer  also  to  the  cases  ol  Smith  v.  Robertson,  (2  Dow 
Pari.  Cas.  474,)  Mclver  v.  Henderson,  (4  M.  & Sel.  584, ), 
and  two  Mr-  Arnould’s  Treatise,  p.994,  and  the  cases  cited 
there  in  the  note  (n)  as  establishing  that  by  the  law  of  Eng- 
land, “ even  although  the  facts  were  such  as  to  justfy  the 
assured  in  giving  notice  of  abndonment  at  the  time  he  did 
so,  yet  he  cannot  insist  on  such  notice,  and  recover  as  for  a 
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"total  loss,  if  the  thing  insured  be  restored  before  he  com- 
mences his  action  in  such  a state  that  he  may  be  reasonably 
expected  to  take  possession  of  it and  that  “ the  nature  of 
!the  damnification  at  the  time  when  the  action  is  brought  is  to 
be  regarded  as  the  criterion  of  the  right  to  recover  as 
for  a total  loss ; and  if  at  ’that  time  what  had  antecedently 
been  a total  loss  lias  by  subsequent  events  ceased  to  be  so, 
and  become  an  average  loss  merely,  a conpensation  for  an 
-average  loss  can  alone  be  recovered.” 

This  statement  of  the  law  leaves  still  to  be  considered 
4he  effect  of  the  contract  shewn  by  the  policy  in  this  par- 
ticular case.  And  as  to  that  it  appears  to  us  that  the 
memorandum  in  writing  on  the  face  of  the  policy,  which  the 
plaintiff  recognises  as  a part  of  the  policy  and  properly, 
should  be  considered  as  shewing  the  footing  on  which  the 
parties  were,  and  should  prevail,  though  it  may  be  very 
inconsistant  with  other  parts  of  the  printed  policy,  which,  as 
we  may  reasonably  suppose,  had  for  want  of  due  care  and 
attention  been  inadvertently  left  to  stand,  instead  of  being 
obliterated  as  parts  of  the  printed  form  inconsistent  with  the 
condition  in  writing,  whigh  must  have  receive  the  special 
attention  of  the  parties  ; and  the  effect  of  it,  we  think,  is  to 
enable  the  insured  to  claim  only  as  for  a total  loss,  which 
may  be  established,  though  it  was  not  an  actual  total  loss, 
by  abandoning.,  provided  the  insured  was  by  the  nature  of 
the  casuality  entitled  to  abandon ; and  we  think  he  was  not 
in  this  case  merely  by  the  negative  condition  left  standing 
in  the  policy,  that  the  insured  should  not  have  a right  to 
abandon  in  any  case  (that  is,  however  imminent  the  danger 
of  a total  loss  at  the  time)  unless  the  amount  which  the 
insured  would  be  liable  to  pay  under  an  adjustment  as  of 
a partial  loss,  exlusive  of  general  average,  and  charges  of 
the  nature  of  general  average,  should  exceed  half  the 
amount  insured. 

That  condition,  if  not  nullified  by  the  written  minute  on  the 
face  of  the  poliey,  being  merely  negative  and  restrictive, 
leaves  in  full  force,  we  think,  those  principles  of  the  law  of 
England  which  we  have  cited , which  deny  the  right  to  abandon 
-unless  there  is  imminent  danger  at  the  time  of  a total  loss, 
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and  which  require  that  we  are  to  look  at  the  position  of 
things  at  the  time  of  commencing  the  action — the  fact  in  this 
case  being  that  the  vessel  had  in  the  meantime  been  re- 
covered, repaired,  and  offered  to  be  restored  in  a navigable 
state,  which  shewTs  that  this  was  not  a case  of  total  loss,  but 
of  partial  damage  merely. 

On  the  ground  that  the  vessel  in  this  case  cannot  on  the 
evidence  be  held  to  have  been  lost  either  actually  or  con- 
structively, our  opinion  is  that  the  rule  for  a nonsuit  should 
be  made  absolute; and  we  think  it  therefore  unnecessary  to  go 
into  some  other  points  which  were  argued  : for  instance,  as 
to  the  defendants’  right  on  the  evidence  to  succeed  on  the 
fourth  plea,  and  as  to  the  insufficiency  of  the  evidence  to 
shew  a constructive  total  loss,  upon  the  principle  that  the 
cost  of  repairs,  &c.,  would  exceed  one  half  of  the  sum 
insured  upon  the  construction  that  should  be  given  to  that 
coudifcion. 

Rule  absolute  for  nonsuit,  (a) 


During  this  Term  the  following  gentlemen  were  called  to 
the  bar : — George  Henry  Dartnell,  John  Davison, 
William  Horatio  Radenhurst,  Henry  O’Brien,  Frede- 
rick Proudfoot,  William  Ferguson,  Junior,  William 
Daniell,  Nathaniell  Baldwin  Falkiner,  Duncan  Mac- 
Millan, James  Cleland  Hamilton,  James  Pennington 
Macpherson,  John  Robert  McLaren,  John  Anderson 
Ardagh,  George  Bartholomew  Boyle,  Frederick  Lamp- 
man. 


(a)  There  was  a similar  action  in  the  Common  Pleas  by  the  same  plain 
tiff  against  the  Home  Insurance  Company,  in  which  the  same  questions 
arose  and  the  same  judgment  was  given  as  in  this  court . 

40  20  u.  c.  q.  b. 
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Present : 

The  Hon.  Sir  John  Beverley  Robinson,  Bart,  C.  J 
“ Archibald  McLean,  J. 

“ Robert  Easton  Burns,  J. 


The  Queen  v.  Charles  J.  S.  Askin,  Administrator 
of  Duncan  McGregor  Askin. 

Lien — Innkeeper — Special  agreement. 

In  set  fa.,  upon  a bond  to  the  Crown,  it  appeared  that  A. , the  obligor,  had 
lived  at  an  hotel  with  his  family  for  some  time,  using  his  own  furniture ; 
that  when  he  wished  to  leave  the  landlord  objected  to  the  removal  of  the 
furniture  until  payment  of  his  bill,  and  that  the  obligor  consented  that 
a large  portion  ot  it  should  remain  as  security. 

Held,  that  although  the  landlord  could  have  no  lien  as  an  innkeeper,  A. 
being  in  his  house  as  boarder  upon  a special  understanding,  yet  that  he 
was  clearly  entitled  to  it  by  the  agreement  with  A.,  and  that  A’s  admin- 
istrator was  justified  therefore  in  paying  him,  as  against  the  Crown. 


Scire  facias  on  a bond  of  the  intestate,  bearing  date  the 
7th  day  of  September,  1857,  in  the  sum  of  £1800. 

Plea , by  the  administrator,  that  there  are  no  assets  of 
the  intestate  except  to  the  amount  of  $100.  Issue 
taken  on  that  plea  on  behalf  of  the  Crown,  with  a prayer  of 
assets  quando. 

At  the  trial  at  Goderich,  before  Hagarty , J.,  it  appeared 
by  the  evidence  ‘that  the  goods  of  the  intestate  were  sold 
under  the  direction  of  the  administrator,  by  public  auction? 
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and  produced  the  gross  sum  of  $995  86,  which  amount  was 
subject  to  various  charges  attending  the  sale,  and  deductions 
from  a re-sale  of  some  articles  sold  at  the  first  sale,  but  not 
taken  by  the  purchasers,  and  some  articles  still  remaining 
on  hand  and  not  re-sold.  It  appeared  also  that  the  intestate 
and  his  family  boarded  for  a long  time  at  the  “ Tecumseth’5 
hotel,  and  were  indebted  to  the  landlord  in  a large  sum  for 
board  and  lodging  furnished  by  him : that  when  about  to 
move  into  other  quarters  from  the  hotel,  the  landlord  objected 
to  the  removal  of  the  furniture  of  the  intestate  until  the 
amount  due  for  board  should  be  paid  ; that  thereupon  the 
intestate  consented  that  the  landlord  should  retain  a con- 
siderable portion  of  the  furniture  until  the  debt  due  to  him  for 
board  should  be  discharged  : that  the  furniture  remained  in 
possession  of  the  inn-keeper  under  this  arrangement ; and 
that  the  administrator  was  obliged  to  pay  him  $682.48, 
and  a sum  of  $56.50,  for  goods  bought  at  the  sale,  to  in- 
duce him  to  give  up  the  goods  to  have  them  sold  ; and  that 
the  account  for  board  was  ascertained  to  be  correct  before 
such  payment  was  made  to  him. 

A verdict  was  taken  for  the  penalty,  £1800,  and  damages 
assessed  on  the  breaches  at  $100,  with  leave  to  the  counsel 
for  the  Crown  to  move  to  add  to  the  verdict  the  amount 
of  the  proceeds  of  the  intestate’s  goods,  if,  in  the  opinion  of 
the  court,  the}7  were  liable  to  be  sold  for  the  benefit  of  the 
Crown  on  account  of  the  debt  due  by  the  intestate. 

R.  A . Hon  'rison  obtained  a rule  nisi  in  accordance  with 
the  leave  reserved.  He  cited  Wms.  on  Exrs.  I.  850,  II. 
1688  ; Selw.  N.  P.  II.  777 ; Add.  on  Confc.  2nd  ed.  420  ; 
Kent  Com.  I.  594-5. 

J.  Wilson , Q.  C.,  shewed  cause. 

McLean.  J. — The  intestate  and  his  family  were,  as  it  ap 
peared  by  the  evidence,  lodgers  in  an  inn  for  a considerable 
period  of  time,  and  incurred  a debt  of  $688.98  for  their  board 
and  lodging  there,  which  they  were  unable  to  discharge 
when  about  to  move  into  a different  residence.  They  had 
furniture  of  their  own  which  they  used  in  their  lodgings, 
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and  which  they  had  brought  with  them  when  they  came 
there. 

We  may  therefore  assume  that  they  were  in  the  house  as 
boarders  under  a particular  understanding,  rather  than  as 
guests  at  an  inn.  The  goods  not  being  such  as  an  ordinary 
guest  would  bring  to  an  inn  for  his  own  convenience,  there 
must  have  been  a permission  by  the  landlord  to  have  them 
used  as  part  of  the  furniture  of  that  part  of  the  house  occu- 
pied by  the  intestate,  and  no  lien  could  be  acquired  by  the 
inn -keeper  on  goods  soused  for  the  supplies  usually  furnished 
by  him  in  the  course  of  his  business,  and  which  were  fur- 
nished rather  as  a boarding  or  lodging-house  keeper,  than 
in  the  capacity  of  an  inn-keeper.  However,  it  appears  that 
when  the  goods  were  about  to  be  taken  from  his  house  to  some 
other  by  their  owner,  the  landlord  of  the  inn  objected  to 
their  being  taken  till  the  amount  due  for  boarding  should  be 
paid,  and  the  deceased  being  willing  to  leave  the  goods  con- 
sented to  the  landlord  retaining  them  till  the  account  was 
satisfied,  and  in  consequence  of  this  arrangement  they  con- 
tinued in  the  Tecumseth  House  as  a security  to  its  landlord, 
Bennett,  and  were  there  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  in- 
testate, to  whom  they  belonged.  Though  no  lien  was  ac- 
quired on  these  goods  prior  to  that  arrangement  respecting 
them,  yet  from  that  time  there  is  no  doubt  that  the  landlord 
could  by  right  retain  them  till  his  account,  for  which  they 
were  security,  was  discharged.  “ A lien”  is  laid  down  to  be 
“ a right  to  possess  or  to  retain,” — Ex  parte  Hey  wood  2 
Rose  855, — and  any  one  who,  unlike  carriers  and  inn- 
keepers, is  not  obliged  to  receive  a customer’s  property, 
may  impose  what  conditions  lie  pleases  on  the  receipt  of  it ; 
therefore  he  may  stipulate  for  a lien  for  his  general  balance 
on  any  property  received  by  hipi  in  the  course  of  his  business 
— Kirkman  et  al.  v.  Shawcross  (6.  T.  R.  14.)  Now  there 
can  be  no  doubt  that  after  an  agreement  on  the  part  of  the 
intestate  that  his  goods  should  continue  in  his  creditor’s 
hands  till  the  debt  should  be  paid,  the  creditor  was  fully 
entitled  to  retain  them. 

In  the  case  to  which  I have  last  referred,  it  was  held  that 
where  the  defendant  and  a number  of  bleachers  of  yarn 
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having  found  themselves  frequently  prevented  from  recover- 
ing balances  due  to  them  by  parties  by  reason  of  having  no 
right  to  retain  the  yarn  till  paid,  gave  public  notice  that 
they  would  not  give  up  yarn  bleached  by  them  till  paid  for 
their  labour  in  bleaching,  and  the  bankrupt  being  aware  of 
their  terms  sent  yarn  to  the  defendant,  and  he  retained  it 
till  his  account  should  be  paid,  the  assignees  could  not 
recover  till  the  lien  on  the  yarn  was  discharged ; and  Lord 
Kenyon  in  giving  judgment  said,  “That  in  every  case  that 
had  occurred,  and  in  which  the  question  of  lien  had  arisen, 
it  had  been  the  universal  wish  of  the  courts  at  ail  times  to 
extend  the  lien  as  far  as  possible;”  and  he  adds,  “in  most 
of  the  cases  where  it  has  been  determined  that  the  party  had 
no  lien,  the  difficulty  arose  from  the  general  law  not  creating 
a lein  in  that  instance,  or  from  the  want  of  an  agreement 
that  the  party  should  have  a lien ; but  in  this  case  there  is 
an  express  agreement  between  the  parties  that  the  defendant 
should  have  a lien  for  his  general  balance.  That  agree- 
ment, so  far  from  being  illegal,  is  founded  on  justice,  and 
therefore  it  is  binding  on  the  plaintiffs.” 

The  case  of  Richards  v.  Symons  (8  Q.  B.  90)  is  much 
more  recent  and  more  in  point  than  the  case  I have  men- 
tioned. In  that  case  the  plaintiff  had  a cow  at  grass  in  the 
defendant’s  field,  and  being  indebted  for  the  agistment 
agreed  with  him  that  the  cow  should  be  a security  ; that  he 
would  not  remove  her  till  the  defendant  was  paid,  and  that 
if  he  did  defendant  might  take  her  wherever  she  might  be, 
and  keep  her  till  he  was  paid.  The  plaintiff  removed  the 
cow,  not  having  paid  the  debt,  and  the  defendant  seized  her 
on  the  hign  roaa.  In  an  action  of  trespass  for  the  taking, 
it  was  held  that  the  agreement  might  be  set  up  as  a defence 
under  the  plea  that  the  cow  was  not  the  plaintiff’s. 

The  goods  which  the  administrator  had  to  pay  for  to  the 
landlord  of  the  inn  amounted,  according  to  the  evidence,  to 
$688  98,  which,  with  the  necessary  expense  attending  the 
iuneral,  and  some  other  items  admitted  to  have  been  cor- 
rectly disbursed,  $206  08,  must  be  deducted  from  the  gross 
amount  of  the  goods,  $995  86.  The  balance  will  be  reduced 
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to  $100,  the  precise  amount  admitted  by  the  plea,  so  that 
there  will  be  nothing  to  be  added  to  the  verdict. 

Burns,  J.,  concurred. 


The  Chief  Justice  having  been  absent  during  the  argu- 
ment gave  no  judgment. 


Buie  discharged. 


Vanevery  et  al.  v.  The  Buffalo  and  Lake  Huron 
Railway  Company. 

Agreement — Construction — Liability  for  money  received  bv'lnurser,  and  for 
goods  supplied  to  steamer. 

Defendants  entered  into  an  agreement  to  advance  money  to  the  plaintiffs 
to  enable  them  to  procure  a steamer  which  was  to  run  in  connection 
with  defendants’  railway,  and  guaranteed  them  against  loss  up  to  a 
specified  sum.  The  earnings  of  the  vessel  were  to  he  shared  as  provided, 
for ; and  it  was  agreed  that  defendants  should  name  and  pay  a person 
to  act  as  purser,  and  keep  an  accurate  account  of  the  receipts  and  ex. 
penditure.  He  was  to  be  subject  to  their  authority,  but  to  mess  with 
the  captain  at  the  plaintiffs’  expense. 

Held,  that  defendants  were  not  liable  to  account  to  the  plaintiffs  for 
moneys  received  by  him  and  not  paid  over. 

The  plaintiffs  also  claimed  for  goods  supplied  to  another  steamer,  but  i 
was  shewn  that  this  vessel  was  chartered  to  one  W.,  who  ran  her  on 
his  own  account,  of  which  the  plaintiffs  had  notice.  Held , that  they 
could  not  recover. 

Assumpsit  on  the'  common  counts.  Pleas,  never  in- 
debted, payment,  and  set-off. 

At  the  trial,  at  Goderich,  before  Draper , C.  J.,  after  the 
plaintiffs  had  closed  their  case  and  the  defendants  had 
examined  a witness,  the  plaintiffs  agreed  to  take  a non- 
suit, with  leave  to  move  the  court  to  enter  a verdict  for 
them  for  the  three  first  items  of  their  account,  No.  1, 
for  $39  85c.,  No.  2 for  $11  37c.,  and  No.  3 for  $28, 
amounting  together  to  $79  22c. ; and  that  the  affidavits  of 
J.  K.  Gooding  and  J.  L.  McCormick  might  be  read  by  the 
court,  in  order  to  decide  as  a jury  would  decide  on  the  evi- 
dence therein  contained  whether  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled 
to  such  verdict,  and  to  add  to  that  the  further  sum  of  $193 
64,  if  the  evidence  on  the  judge’s  notes  would  sustain  such 
verdict,  and  the  plaintiffs  were  in  law  entitled  to  recover ; 
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defendants  to  be  at  liberty  to  file  the  charter  party  of  the 
steamer  Troy. 

J.  Wilson . Q.C.,  obtained  a rule  calling  on  the  defendants 
to  shew  cause  why  the  nonsuit  entered  should  not  be  set 
aside,  and  a verdict  entered  for  the  plaintiff  for  $79.22  and 
$193.64,  or  for  either  or  both  sums,  or  any  part  of  either, 
pursuant  to  leave  reserved  at  the  trial,  if  the  court  should 
be  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  recover  on 
the  evidence,  and  on  affidavits  to  be  filed  of  one  Gooding  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  an  affidavit  to  be  filed  by  the 
defendants  if  they  should  choose  to  do  so. 

E.  B.  Wood , for  the  defendants,  shewed  cause  against 
the  plaintiffs’  rule,  and  filed,  pursuant  to  leave  reserved,  the 
charter  party  of  the  steamer  Troy , which  had  been  run  in 
connection  with  the  defendants’  railway,  for  supplies  for 
which  steamer  part  of  the  plaintiffs’  cause  of  action  against 
defendants  was,  the  boat  being  owned  by  them. 

During  Easter  Term  J.  Wilson , Q.  C.,  supported  the 
rule. 

Though  leave  was  reserved  to  the  plaintiffs  to  file  affi- 
davits from  Gooding  and  McCormick  none  were  filed,  and  the 
plaintiffs’  right  to  recover  rested  on  the  evidence  received 
at  the  trial,  which  is  fully  stated  in  the  judgments. 

McLean,  J. — It  appears  that  in  the  year  1859,  the  de- 
fendants being  anxious  to  have  a steam  boat  communication 
opened  from  Gooderich  to  East  Saginaw  in  the  state  of  Mi- 
chigan, so  that  it  might  be  in  connection  with  their  railway, 
and  establish  a route  for  the  transport  of  goods  and  passen- 
gers from  Buffalo  to  Saginaw,  entered  into  an  agreement  with 
the  plaintiffs  to  induce  them  to  purchase  a boat  to  be  run  by 
them  on  the  proposed  route,  with  certain  stipulations  as  to 
the  part  to  be  performed  by  each  for  the  mutual  advantage 
of  both  parties.  The  defendants  agreed  to  advance  $5000  to 
the  plaintiffs  to  enable  them  to  procure  a sufficient  boat  to 
be  placed  on  the  communication,  and  mutual  stipulations 
were  entered  into  as  to  the  amount  to  be  charged  for  freight 
and  passengers,  and  for  the  payment  by  one  to  the  other  of 
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a portion  of  the  moneys  received  according  to  the  services 
rendered  by  either.  For  the  purpose  of  keeping  an  accurate 
account  of  the  expenses  of  the  boat,  and  of  the  moneys 
received  on  board  of  her,  it  was  agreed  that  the  defendants 
might  name  a person  to  act  as  purser  on  board,  and  to  be 
entitled  to  mess  on  board  with  the  captain : his  wages, 
however,  to  be  borne  by  the  defendants.  He  was  to  be 
subject  to  the  authority  of  the  defendants,  but  to  do  the 
usual  duties  of  a purser  on  board. 

Under  that  agreement,  bearing  date  29th  of  June,  1859, 
the  plaintiffs  procured  and  placed  upon  the  route  the  steamer 
Kaholah , and  one  J.  L.  McCormick  was  placed  on  board 
as  purser  by  the  defendants,  for  the  purpose  of  keeping  the 
accounts  of  the  boat  and  doing  any  other  duty  otherwise 
usually  devolving  on  a person  in  that  situation.  The  three 
first  items  in  the  plaintiffs’  account,  for  which  leave  was  re- 
served to  the  plaintiffs  to  move  to  have  a verdict  entered, 
were  for  moneys  alleged  to  have  been  received  by  McCor- 
mick while  he  was  purser  on  board  of  the  boat  and  not  paid 
over  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  only  evidence  of  the  receipt  of 
such  moneys  consisted  of  receipts  signed  by  McCormick. 

The  defendants  objected  that  they  were  not  liable  for  any 
moneys  received  by  McCormick : that  though  they  nomin- 
ated him  as  purser,  and  paid  his  wages  on  board  of  the 
boat,  he  was  only  placed  there  as  a person  in  whom  they 
had  confidence  to  keep  the  accounts  and  to  discharge  the 
general  duties  of  purser  for  the  plaintiffs,  so  that  at  proper 
periods  there  might  be  no  difficulty  in  settling  the  accounts 
according  to  the  stipulations  of  the  agreement  as  to  the 
running  of  the  boat. 

There  was  a further  objection,  that  McCormick  had  no- 
thing whatever  to  do  as  purser  in  receiving  freights  or  other 
moneys  elsewhere  than  on  the  boat,  and  that  the  moneys 
for  which  the  receipts  were  given  appeared  to  have  been 
received  from  a Mr.  Gooding,  the  agent  of  the  steamer  at 
Saginaw7,  for  the  purpose  of  being  transmitted  to  the  plain- 
tiffs, except  to  the  amount  of  $11.87,  freight  on  goods  sent 
by  railway  and  steamer  from  Buffalo  to  Saginaw,  of  which 
amount  $5.25  was  freight  on  the  railway. 


VANEVERY  ET  AL.  V.  BUFFALO  AND  LAKE  HURON  R.  R.  CO. 


688 


The  through  manifest  of  railway  and  steamer  charges* 
amounting  to  $11.87,  receipted  by  McCormick  on  the  12th 
of  October,  1859,  was  produced,  and  the  witness,  Jonathan 
Black,  the  plaintiff’s  book-keeper,  proved  the  signature  of 
McCormick  to  the  receipt,  and  also  to  a receipt  on  a similar 
manifest  dated  5th  of  October,  1859,  the  freight  on  which 
amounted  to  $39.85.  He  produced  the  ledger  kept  by 
McCormick  as  purser  on  board  of  the  boat.  By  that  the 
two  first  items,  $39.85  and  $11.37,  appeared  to  be  entered 
as  due  to  the  Kaloolah , and  in  another  entry  McCormick 
charged  the  plaintiffs  with  $28  as  paid  to  them  on  account 
of  freight.  The  receipt  the  witness  says  purports  to  repre- 
sent the  $28  to  be  money  received  from  Gooding  on  ac« 
count  of  produce  shipped  by  the  plaintiffs  to  Gooding  on 
consignment.  The  two  first  items  are  charged  to  Gooding 
in  the  ledger  as  unpaid. 

On  cross-examination  the  witness  Black  stated  that  he 
was  employed  at  the  wharf  at  Gooderich,  and  Gooding  on 
the  American  side.  If  goods  were  consigned  to  Gooding  he 
had  to  collect  the  freights : Gooding  acted  as  agent  for  the 
steamer  at  Saginaw.  The  first  item  was  for  freight  on 
goods  consigned  to  Copeland  & Co.,  at  Saginaw,  the  second 
item  was  for  freight  under  similar  circumstances,  $11.37, 
but  the  witness  never  knew  of  McCormick  collecting  freights 
at  Saginaw  except  in  these  two  instances. 

There  was  nothing  to  shew  any  liability  on  the  part  of  the 
defendants  for  moneys  received  by  McCormick  in  his  capa- 
city of  purser  of  the  plaintiffs’  boat.  He  was  not  there  as 
the  servant  of  the  defendants  exclusively,  though  they  paid 
him  and  he  was  placed  there  at  their  instance.  He  was  per- 
forming a duty  for  the  plaintiffs  in  fact,  and  all  that  was  re- 
quired of  him  by  the  defendants  was  an  accurate  account  of 
moneys  received  and  expended  by  the  boat,  as  the  defend- 
ants had  by  their  agreement  covenanted  to  guarantee  the 
plaintiffs  against  loss  by  their  enterprise  in  running  the  boat. 
If  it  had  been  intended  that  the  defendants  were  to  be  re- 
sponsible for  McCormick,  there  would  no  doubt  have  been 
some  stipulation  to  that  effect  in  the  agreement  between  the 
parties,  but  that  such  was  not  the  case  is  manifest  from  the 
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fact  that  on  the  14th  of  February,  1860,  a settlement  of  ac- 
counts between  the  plaintiffs  and  defendants  took  place  at 
Brantford,  in  which  nothing  whatever  was  said  of  the  items 
claimed  on  account  of  McCormick,  and  a balance  was  then 
struck  by  which  the  plaintiffs  became  indebted  to  defendants 
in  the  sum  of  $3799.55.  That  sum,  according  to  the  evidence 
of  defendants’  secretary,  Mr.  McKean,  was  paid  to  him,  and 
he  gave  a receipt  for  the  amount.  In  the  plaintiffs’  account 
on  which  that  settlement  took  place  were  two  charges  which 
were  again  brought  forward  in  the  particulars  in  this  suit, 
$80,  one  half  of  J.  K.  Gooding’s  salary  as  agent  for  the 
steamer  Kaloolah,  and  $20,  one  half  of  his  travelling  expen- 
ses, but  these  items  were  then  deducted  from  the  amount  of 
the  plaintiffs’  accounts,  and  they  paid  the  full  balance  re- 
maining after  such  reduction.  No  further  evidence  has 
been  given  in  reference  to  these  items,  and  they  must  be 
taken  to  be  abandoned. 

The  residue  of  the  plaintiffs’  account  was  for  articles  fur- 
nished to  the  steamer  Troy,  belonging  to  the  plaintiffs’  while 
running  on  the  same  route  as  the  Kaloolah  in  connection 
with  the  defendants’  railway.  To  that  portion  of  the  demand 
the  defendants  object,  on  the  ground  that  the  Steamer  Troy 
during  the  whole  period  was  chartered  to  one  Henry  Whit- 
taker, who  ran  her  exclusively  on  his  own  account.  It  was 
proved  that  the  Troy  was  registered  at  Buffalo  in  the  name 
of  Mr.  William  McLean,  secretary  for  the  company : that 
during  July,  1859,  that  boat  was  run  under  charter  by  Cap- 
tain Whittaker  on  his  own  account;  and  Mr.  Fell,  the  general 
agent  of  the  defendants,  proved  that  on  the  morning  the 
Troy  arrived  at  Goderich  he  told  the  plaintiffs  that  she  was 
run  by  Whittaker  on  his  own  account,  and  that  the  defend- 
ants were  not  at  all  responsible.  This  witness  stated 
expressly  that  he  had  himself  told  the  plaintiff  Bumball  of 
that  fact, and  that  the  plaintiffs  knew  the  conditions  on  which 
the  boat  was  run,  and  that  the  account  for  goods  furnished 
to  her  was,  for  the  first  time,  sent  in  to  the  defendants  a 
month  or  six  weeks  before  the  trial ; that  a person  of  the 
name  of  Hirst  was  put  on  board  of  the  Troy  by  the  defend- 
ants, for  the  express  purpose  of  making  it  known  that  Whit- 
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taker,  the  captain,  had  no  right  to  charge  the  defendants 
by  his  contracts,  and  that  it  was  in  reference  to  the  law  of 
the  United  States  especially  that  Hirst  was  charged  with 
the  duty,  to  avoid  a lien  attaching  on  the  boat  by  Whit- 
taker’s contracts. 

The  charter  party  made  to  Harvey  Whittaker,  bearing 
date  23rd  June,  1859,  was  not  produced  on  the  trial,  but  it 
has  since  been  produced  pursuant  to  leave  reserved,  and 
shews  conclusively  that  Whittaker  was  to  run  the  boat 
wholly  on  his  own  account,  and  bound  to  return  her  free 
from  any  charges  on  the  expiration  of  his  term.  On  the 
whole  case  as  it  appears,  I do  not  see  that  the  plaintiffs 
have  established  any  grounds  for  disturbing  the  nonsuit, 
and  the  rule  must  therefore  be  discharged  with  costs. 

Burns,  J. — The  charter  part}^  between  R.  S.  Carter,  the 
registered  owner  of  the  steamer  Troy , and  one  Harvey  Whit- 
taker, shews  that  the  steamer  was  leased  to  Whittaker  for 
the  year  1859,  to  run  from  Goderich  to  Green  Bay  in  the 
state  of  Wisconsin,  in  the  United  States,  and  to  run  in  con- 
nection with  the  Buffalo  and  Lake  Huron  Railway,  charging 
a specific  fare  from  Buffalo  to  the  different  ports  on  Green 
Bay,  which  was  to  be  divided  between  the  railway  company 
and  the  boat  in  proportions  mentioned  in  a schedule.  The 
charter  party  provides  that  Whittaker  will  run  the  steamer 
at  his  own  cost,  expense,  and  charge,  and  furnish  and  supply 
her  with  all  necessary  outfittings  requisite.  It  contains  that 
Whittaker  will,  in  all  cases,  in  his  own  individual  name  and 
on  his  own  responsibility,  and  not  in  the  name  or  on  the 
credit  of  the  boat,  make  all  purchases.  Various  other  stipu« 
lations  are  put  in  for  the  purpose  of  guarding  against  the 
effect  of  the  laws  of  the  United  States  with  regard  to  lien  on 
the  vessel  for  supplies  or  necessaries  furnished  to  her.  In 
the  present  case  the  plaintiffs  furnished  provisions  and  wood 
in  Goderich.  The  law  of  England  is  that  the  mere  fact  of 
one  standing  as  the  registered  owner  is  not  sufficient  to  shew 
that  he  is  liable  for  the  price  of  stores  furnished  to  the  ves- 
sel; but  in  this  case  it  is  not  shewn  that  the  defendants 
were  the  registered  owners  ; at  the  utmost  it  was  stated  by 
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parol  evidence  that  another  person  was  the  registered  owner 
in  Cleveland,  for  the  benefit  of,  or  as  a trustee  for,  the  de- 
fendants, Besides  this,  however,  it  was  proved  at  the  trial 
that  the  plaintiffs  were  informed,  before  any  part  of  the  ac- 
count they  seek  to  recover  was  incurred,  that  the  steamer 
had  been  leased  to  Whittaker,  and  that  the  railway  company 
would  not  be  answerable  for  supplies  furnished  to  her.  Un- 
der these  circumstances  there  is  no  question  the  plaintiffs 
cannot  recover  against  the  defendants  for  any  part  of  the 
charge  made  in  respect  to  the  steamer  Troy. 

The  claim  in  respect  of  the  Kaloolah  arises  in  this  way  ; 
the  plaintiffs  and  the  defendants  on  the  29th  of  June,  1859, 
entered  into  an  agreement  by  which  the  plaintiffs  were  to 
buy  or  charter  a steamer,  and  run  her  twice  a week  from 
Goderich  to  East  Saginaw  during  the  season  of  1859,  and 
the  defendants  were  to  guarantee  the  expenses  of  the  boat 
to  the  extent  of  $100  per  round  trip.  The  boat  was  run  in 
connection  with  the  railway,  and  each  party  were  to  be  en- 
titled to  receive  and  should  receive  from  the  charges  for 
freight  and  passengers  which  should  be  carried  by  the  said 
boat  to  Goderich,  and  thence  eastward  by  the  railway,  or 
by  the  said  railway  to  Goderich,  and  thence  by  the  boat 
northward,  according  to  the  rates  in  a schedule  annexed. 
And  it  was  provided  that  the  settlement  for  the  season  should 
be  in  this  manner : that  the  defendants  should  be  debited 
with  $200  per  w eek  during  the  season,  and  then  that  if  the 
aggregate  earnings  during  the  whole  season  did  not  amount 
to  the  total  sum  thus  guaranteed  that  the  defendants 
should  pay  the  deficiency. 

Then  comes  the  provision  upon  which  the  question  turns 
with  respect  to  the  $78.22,  which  is  this  : “ The  company 

shall  have  power  to  place  on  board  the  said  boat,  during  all 
the  time  aforesaid, a purser,  who  shall  have  the  usual  powers 
and  shall  discharge  the  usual  duties  of  a purser  on  board 
vessels,  and  shall  keep  an  account  of  the  receipts  and  expen- 
diture of  the  said  boat,  and  be  subject  to  the  authority  of  the 
said  company.  The  wages  of  the  said  purser  shall  be  paid 
by  the  said  company,  but  he  shall  4 mess  ’ on  board  wfith  the 
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captain  of  the  said  boat,  and  at  his  table,  at  the  cost  of  the 
said  Venevery  and  Rumball.” 

It  was  proved  that  the  purser  had  received  the  $78.22  for 
freight,  which  it  was  said  he  had  not  accounted  for  to  the 
plaintiffs,  though  he  had  accounted  for  every  thing  else.  It 
was  proved  that  on  the  14th  of  January,  1860,  the  plaintiffs 
and  defendants  settled  their  accounts  for  the  season  ol  1859, 
and  the  plaintiffs  paid  to  the  defendants  the  balance  due 
them  of  $8799.55,  and  then  made  no  claim  whatever  for  any 
sums  received  by  the  purser  and  not  accounted  for,  and  no 
claim  was  made  until  the  bringing  of  this  action.  The  ques- 
tion now  is  whose  clerk  or  agent  the  purser  was  during  the 
time  he  was  on  board  in  the  character  of  purser.  The  plain- 
tiffs contended  that  he  was  the  clerk  of  the  defendants,  and 
that  they  should  be  answerable  for  those  $78.22.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  defendants  contended  they  only  reserved  to 
themselves  the  power  of  appointment  of  the  purser,  and  paid 
his  salary,  in  order  that  they  might  have  a guarantee  that 
they  were  properly  dealt  by  in  the  accounts  of  the  receipts 
and  earnings  of  the  steamer,  and  that  he  was  under  the 
authority  of  the  captain,  and  subject  to  the  plaintiffs  keep- 
ing him  or  not,  and  accountable  to  the  plaintiffs. 

I certainly  take  the  same  view  in  that  respect  as  seems  to 
have  struck  the  learned  Chief  Justice  at  the  trial  by  his  di- 
recting a nonsuit.  The  vessel  belonged  to  the  plaintiffs,  and 
the  freight  would  be  the  property  of  the  owners  for  the  time 
being.  They  alone  could  collect  it  or  sue  for  it  if  necessary, 
the  defendants  could  do  neither;  and  although  the  defend- 
ants could  under  the  power  reserved  to  them  appoint  a 
receiver,  and  though  the  defendants  were  to  pay  him  for  so 
doing,  yet  his  accountability  would  be  to  the  true  owners, 
who  in  this  case  was  undoubtedly  the  plaintiffs.  It  is  clear 
they  must  have  so  understood  the  purser’s  position,  for  he 
accounted  for  all  with  the  exception  of  this  sum  to  them,  and 
they  have  settled  with  the  defendants  upon  this  basis.  It  is 
not,  perhaps,  unlikely,  if  we  had  the  purser’s  statement,  that 
it  would  turn  out  that  even  that  sum  was  accounted  for.  The 
account  which  he  was  to  keep  was  not  only  of  the  receipts 
but  of  the  expenditure  of  the  vessel,  and  it  was  net  pretended 
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that  any  other  than  the  plaintiffs  themselves  were  to  expend 
anything,  though  undoubtedly  the  defendants  were  interested 
in  knowing  that  a correct  account  of  the  expenditure  was 
kept. 

I think  the  plaintiffs’  rule  should  be  discharged. 


The  Chief  Justice  having  been  absent  during  the  argu- 
ment gave  no  judgment. 


Rule  discharged. 


In  the  Matter  of  Charles  Widder  and  the  Buffalo  and 
Lake  Huron  Railway  Company. 

Consol.  Stats.,  C. , ch.  66,  sec.  5 — Construction  of — Lands  injuriously  affected 
— Bight  of  compensation. 

One  W.  owned  land  upon  the  navigable  river  Maitland  extending  to  high 
water  mark.  The  Buffalo  and  Lake  Huron  Railway  Company  con- 
structed their  road  upon  the  river,  not  touching  his  land,  but  connected 
with  the  bank  above  and  below  it,  thus  shutting  him  out  from  the  river 
except  across  the  railway. 

Semble,  that  his  land  was  not  “ injuriously  affected,”  so  as  to  entitle  him 
to  compensation  under  the  Railway  Act,  sec.  5. 

Quaere,  whether  the  statute  applies  in  any  case  where  the  land  itself  is  not 
injured  bodily,  though  the  owner  may  sustain  damage  by  its  depreciation 
in  value  or  otherwise. 

Quaere,  also,  whether  the  power  given  to  this  company  by  their  special 
act,  19  Vic,;  ch.  22,  sec.  36,  is  controlled  by  secs.  136  and  138  of  he 
Railway  Act,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  in  sec.  139. 

C.  Robinson  obtained  a rule  nisi  on  the  Buffalo  and  Lake 
Huron  Railway  Company  to  shew  cause  why  a mandamus 
should  not  issue,  commanding  them  to  serve  a notice  upon 
Charles  Widder,  Esquire,  containing  a description  of  the 
powers  intended  to  be  exercised  by  them  with  regard  to  his 
land  described  in  the  affidavit  filed,  a declaration  of  their 
readiness  to  pay  some  certain  sum  as  compensation  for 
damages  likely  to  arise  to  the  said  land  from  the  exercise 
of  their  powers,  and  the  name  of  an  arbitrator  to  be 
appointed  on  their  behalf  if  such  offer  be  not  accepted ; and 
to  proceed  to  make  compensation  to  the  said  Widder  for  the 
damage  to  the  said  land,  injuriously  affected  by  the  exercise 
of  the  said  powers  in  the  affidavit  set  forth,  and  to  deter- 
mine the  amount  of  such  compensation  in  the  manner 
provided  by  “ The  Railway  Act.” 
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It  was  admitted  that  the  railway  company  had  been 
required  to  appoint  an  arbitrator,  and  to  have  the  damages 
ascertained,  as  the  applicant  desired,  and  that  they  refused, 
because  they  denied  thejright  of  the  applicant  to  any  such 
compensation  as  he  was  seeking  to  obtain. 

Mr.  Widder  made  an  affidavit  that  he  was  the  owner  of 
certain  lands  which  he  specified,  and  which  were  near  the 
mouth  of  the  river  Maitland,  lying  along  the  bank  of  that 
river,  and  bounded  by  the  river  on  the  north,  and  that  the 
land  was  conveyed  to  him  by  the  Canada  Company  in  the 
year  1852  : that  the  Buffalo  and  Lake  Huron  Bailway  had 
nearly  completed  a line  of  crib  work  upon  the  river,  rising 
about  four  feet  above  the  surface  of  the  river,  and  extending 
along  the  whole  river  front  of  his  land,  and  connected  with 
the  bank  of  the  river  above  and  below  his  land, the  effect  of 
which  was  to  shut  out  all  access  from  his  land  to  the  river, 
except  across  the  said  crib  work  : that  he  was  informed  by 
the  engineer  of  the  company  in  charge  of  the  works  that 
they  intended  to  lay  down  the  track  of  their  railway  parallel 
to  the  line  of  crib  work,  between  it  and  his  land,  and  to  fill 
up  with  earth  the  space  between  the  crib  work  and  his  land: 
that  the  river  Maitland  is  navigable  from  its  mouth,  where  it 
enters  into  Lake  Huron,  up  to  and  above  his  land : that 
before  the  erection  of  the  said  work  he  had  laid  out  hig 
land  into  lots,  which  he  believed  would  have  been  valuable 
and  saleable  as  water  lots, having  a frontage  upon  the  river, 
but  that  such  value,  and  all  prospect  of  selling  the  lots, 
was  wholly  destroyed  by  the  works  of  the  company. 

He  shewed  that  in  September,  1860,  he  notified  the  com- 
pany that  he  intended  to  claim  compensation, and  requested 
them  to  state  whether  they  were  prepared  to  settle  the 
same  in  the  usual  way,  and  that  he  received  for  answer  that 
the  railway  works  were  being  constructed  on  the  company’s 
property,  and  that  they  could  not  understand  why  any 
notice  relating  thereto  should  be  give  to  him, 

A sketch  was  appended  to  his  affidavit  shewing  the  situa- 
tion of  his  land  in  relation  to  the  river  and  to  the  railway. 

E.  B.  Wood  shewed  cause. 

On  the  part  of  the  railway  company,  it  was  shewn  that  by 
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letters  patent  dated  the  28th  of  July,  1885,  the  Crown 
deeded  for  21  years  to  the  Canada  Company  (with  other 
property)  the  water  lots  in  the  river  Maitland,  extending 
from  Lake  Huron  up  the  said  river  to  a distance  consider- 
ably beyond  the  land  of  Mr.  Widder,  with  such  conditions 
contained  in  it  as  shewed  that  the  government  treated  the 
river  in  that  part  of  it  as  a navigable  water,  and  provided 
for  protecting  the  general  privileges  of  the  Public  in  it. 

And  an  affidavit  was  filed,  made  by  the  engineer  of  this 
railway  company,  and  referring  to  a plan  shewing  the  posi- 
tion of  the  railway  track.  The  affidavit  stated  that  the 
company,  by  deed  of  purchase  from  the  Canada  Company, 
dated  the  14th  of  June,  1859,  became  the  owners  of  the 
harbour  at  Goderich,  and  of  the  bed  and  soil  of  the  river 
Maitland,  and  of  the  islands  therein,  below,  and  adjacent 
to,  and  along,  and  opposite  to,  and  above  Mr.  Widder’s 
land : that  Mr.  Widder’s  deed  limited  his  lands  on  the 
north  by  the  high  water  mark  of  the  river  Maitland, expressly 
excluding  him  from  all  special  right  in  the  river  and  its 
waters  : that  the  railway  and  work  did  not  touch  or  encroach 
on  the  lands  of  Mr  .Widder,  but  were  entirely  north  of  them  : 
that  the  top  of  the  bank  on  which  his  house  stood  was  on  an 
average  120  feet  high,  ascending  from  the  river  at  an  angle 
of  30  degrees,  and  was  so  rugged  and  steep  that  it  could 
not  be  ascended  except  by  persons  on  foot,  and  even  so 
with  difficulty. 

E.  B . Wood , for  the  Railway  Company,  cited  Angell  on 
Watercourses,  10,  17,  51,  535  ; Carroll  v.  The  Great  Wes- 
tern Railway  Co.,  14  U.  C.  R.  614;  Wright  v.  Howard, 
1 Sim.  & St.  190 ; Child  v.  Starr  et  al.,  Hill  369  ; Gould 
v.  Hudson  River  R.  R.  Co.,  12  Barb.  619,  622;  Shelford  on 
Railways  428  ; Wilkes  v.  Gzowski  et  al.,  13  U.  C.  R.  312 ; 
Small  v.  The  Grand  Trunk  Railway  Co.,  15  U.  C.  R.  283  ; 
Wilkes  v.  The  Hungerford  Market  Company,  2 Bing.  N.  C. 
287  ; Snure  v.  The  Great  Western  Railway  Co.,  13  U.  C. 
R.  376 ; Wismer  v.  Great  Western  Railway  Co.,  Ib.  883  ; 
D&y  v.  Grand  Trunk  Railway  Co.,  5 C.  P.  420. 

C.  Robinson, contra,  citedEast  and  West  India  Docks  and 
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Birmingham  Junction  R.  W.  Co.  v.  Gattke,  3 McN.  & G. 
155  ; Glover  v.  North  Staffordshire  R.  W.  Co.,  20  L.  J.  Q. 
B.  376  ; Regina  v.  Eastern  Counties  Railway  Co.,  2 Q.  B. 
347  ; Bell  v.  Hull  and  Selby  Railway  Co.,  6 M.  & W.  700  ; 
Rose  v.  Groves  et  ah,  5 M.  & G.  613  ; Addison  on  Torts 
104  ; Woolrych  on  Waters  204. 

Robinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

The  first  question  is  whether  it  is  clear  that  the  proprie- 
tor, Mr.  Charles  Widder,  can  claim  compensations  for  the 
injury  which  he  complains  of. 

The  Buffalo  and  Lake  Huron  Railway  Company  is  incor- 
porated under  the  statute  19  Vic.,ch.  21.  By  the 33rd  section 
of  that  act  they  are  placed  under  the  operation  of  the  Rail- 
way Clause  Consolidation  Act,  at  that  time  14  & 15  Vic., 
ch.  51,  now  ch.  69  of  the  consolidated  Statutes  of  Canada  ; 
and  by  section  36  of  19  Vic.,  ch.  21,  they  had  power  given 
to  them  to  construct  the  work  which  gives  rise  to  this  ques- 
tion; that  is,  to  continue  their  railway  “to  any  point  on 
the  river  Maitland,  or  to  the  waters  of  Lake  Huron,  at  or 
near  the  town  of  Goderich." 

Whether  such  power  is  to  be  considered  as  controlled  by 
the  136th  and  138th  sections  of  the  Railway  Act,  ch.  66, 
Consol.  Stats.,  C.,  notwithstanding  what  is  provided  by  the 
139th  section,  it  may  be  material  to  consider,  because  if 
the  company  had  not  authority  to  construct  their  railway 
where  they  have  constructed  it  they  would  be  simply  tres- 
passing, and  we  should  have  no  authority  to  deal  with  them 
or  with  this  application  as  if  they  had  proceeded  under  the 
powers  of  the  Railway  Act.  We  assume  at  present  that 
they  had  legal  power  given  to  them  to  do  what  they  have 
done. 

Then  by  section  five  of  the  Railway  Act,  it  is  provided 
that  “ for  the  value  of  lands  taken  and  for  all  damages  to 
lands  injuriously  affected  by  the  construction  of  the  railway 
in  the  exercise  of  the  powers  by  this  or  the  special  act,  or 
any  act  incorporated  therewith,  vested  in  the  company,  com- 
pensation shall  be  made  to  the  owners  and  occupiers  of,  and 
to  all  other  persons  interested  in,  any  lands  so  taken  or  inju- 
41  20  u.  c.  Q.  B. 
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riously  affected.”  And  by  the  next  section  it  is  enacted  that 
unless  otherwise  specially  provided  by  that  act  or  the  spe- 
cial act,  the  amount  of  such  compensation  shall  be  ascer- 
tained and  determined  in  the  manner  provided  by  that 
act.,  which  is  by  arbitration. 

“ Damages  to  lands  injuriously  affected  by  the  construc- 
tion of  the  railway,”  &c.,  is  the  language  of  our  statute. 
Does  that  include  a claim  like  the  present,  where  the  land 
of  the  applicant  is  not  injuriously  affected , but  where  it  is 
correct  rather  to  say  that  the  enjoyment  of  the  land  is  ren- 
dered less  valuable,  or  convenient,  or  agreeable,  by  some- 
thing rightfully  done  outside  of  it  ? There  is  no  damage 
here  done  to  the  land.  The  allegation  is  rather  that  the 
owner  of  this  land  sustains  damage  as  owner  by  something 
rightfully  done  on  adjoining  land,  which  makes  no  change 
upon  the  land  itself,  on  the  surface  or  otherwise. 

The  language  of  the  English  statute  on  which  the  case  of 
The  Queen  v.  The  Eastern  Counties  Kailway  Co. (2  Q.B.347, 
2 R.  W.  Cas.  736)  was  decided  is  very  different.  It  provides 
(secs.  9 and  28  and  several  other  clauses)  for  compensation  to 
the  owners  of  land  “for  all  damages  by  them  sustained ” in  or 
by  reason  of  the  execution  of  the  powers  granted  by  the  act. 

It  is  material  to  consider  the  following  parts  of  our  Rail- 
way Act,  namely,  sections  4,  5,  6,  sec.  7,  subsec.  3,  sec.  9, 
subsecs.  3,  5,  sec.  11  throughout,  secs.  138-9. 

We  perceive  nothing  in  them  which  seems  to  do  away  with 
the  effect  of  that  distinction  between  lands  being  injuriously 
affected  by  the  railway,  and  persons  sustaining  damage 
from  the  construction  of  the  railway. 

The  proprietor  in  this  case  has  a right  to  go  to  the  high- 
water  mark  of  the  river  Maitland.  The  defendants’  works 
are  placed  in  the  water  of  the  river.  The  bed  of  the  river 
for  all  that  appears  belongs  to  the  Crown, and  if  any  person 
by  direction  or  authority  of  the  Crown  had  for  any  purpose 
erected  a wall  along  the  bank  of  the  river,  or  put  up  any 
work  on  the  edge  of  the  river,  and  extending  only  towards 
and  in  the  water,  would  each  of  the  proprietors  along  the 
bank,  and  having  no  right  in  the  soil  beyond  the  edge  of 
the  water,  have  had  a right  to  bring  a civil  action  against 
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the  person  who  did  it ; or  would  he  have  a right  to  complain 
of  any  other  injury  than  that  as  one  of  her  Majesty’s  sub- 
jects he  was  excluded  from  access  to  the  river  from  his  land  ? 
And  if  he  could  forthis  common  injury  bringa  several  action 
instead  oe  relying  upon  his  remedy  by  indictment,  would  Ms 
ground  of  complaint  be  that  his  lands  were  injuriously 
affected,  or  that  he  as  owner  of  the  land  had  suffered  dam- 
age from  the  loss  of  a convenience  or  privilege  of  using 
the  river  which  lay  outside  of  his  lands  ? 

In  Day  v.  The  Grand  Trunk  Railway  Company,  (5  C.  P, 
420,)  the  court  of  Common  Pleas  seem  in  principle  to  have 
decided  this  question  against  the  claim  of  the  proprietor  to 
recompence. 

So  far  as  we  have  been  able  since  the  argument  to  inves- 
tigate the  very  important  principles  involved  in  this  appli- 
cation, we  are  not  convinced  that  this  applicant  has  a claim 
to  compensation,  but  the  question  is  a general  one  of  much 
consequence  to  be  clearly  set  at  rest,  and  we  have  no  objec- 
tion to  grant  a rule  for  a mandamus  nisi , as  was  done  in  the 
case  of  The  Queen  v.  The  Eastern  Counties  Railway  Go>, 
(2  Q.  B.  347,  R.  W.  Cas.  73G,)  in  order  that  the  question 
may  be  decided  in  such  a manner  upon  record  as  will  allow 
of  an  appeal. 

The  applicant  will  consider  whether  it  is  worth  his  while 
to  incur  the  expense  of  such  a proceeding,  while  we  do 
not  at  present  incline  to  accede  to  his  view  of  his  rights, 
but  the  contrary. 
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Ferrie  v.  John  Wright  and  Joel  Tomlinson  Wright» 

Deed, — Construction  of — Description  oj  land. 

The  mortgage  under  which  defendants  cl  aimed  described  the  land  as  all 
those  certain  parcels  or  tracts  of  land  situate  in  the  township  of  N., 
containing  by  admeasurement  2£  acres  more  or  less,  being  composed 
of  part  of  lot  No.  28,  in  the  concession  of  the  said  township  of  N., 
particularly  described  in  the  deed  of  conveyance  thereof  made  bet- 
ween, &c.  This  deed  referred  to  was  for  2£  acres,  part  of  lot  22,  in 
the  4th  concession,  and  of  lot  23  in  the  5th  concession,  describing  the 
part  in  each  concession  separately  by  metes  and  bounds,  that  in  the 
5th  containing  less  than  half  an  acrer 
Held,  that  the  mortgage  could  not  be  taken  to  include  more  than  the 
land  in  the  fifth  concession. 

Ejectment  for  part  of  lot  No.  24,  in  th*e  4th  concession 
of  North  Norwich, commencing  at  the  south  east  angle  of  the 
said  lot  No.  28,  then  south  seventy-eight  degrees  thirty 
minutes  west,  three  chains  and  ten  links,  more  or  less,  to  a 
post  planted  at  the  south  east  angle  of  land  deeded  to 
Enoch  Hilliker  ; thence  north  eleven  degrees  and  thirty 
minutes  west,  six  chains  and  twenty  links  to  a post  planted ; 
thence  north  seventy -eight  degrees  thirty  minutes  east,  three 
chains  ten  links,  more  or  less,  to  the  limit  between  lots  22 
and  28  ; then  south  eleven  degrees  thirty  minutes  east,  six 
chains  and  twenty  links,  more  or  less,  to  the  place  of  be- 
ginning. 

The  defendants,  by  an  order  of  Hag  arty,  J.,were  admit- 
ted on  the  19th  day  of  January,  1861,  to  defend  as 
landlords  of  Henry  Henderson  sued  in  this  action,  for  all 
the  premises  mentioned  in  the  declaration. 

The  plaintiff  claimed  possession  under  a mortgage, bearing 
date  the  27th  day  of  August,  1856,  made  by  Joseph 
Lawson  and  Lydia  Lawson  his  wife  to  Colin  Campbell 
Ferrie,  John  Ferrie,  and  Eobert  Ferrie,  and  their  heirs  and 
assigns  for  ever. 

The  defendants  denied  the  title  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
claimed  title  in  themselves  under  an  indenture  by  way  of 
mortgage,  dated  the  6th  of  March,  1856,  made  by  Joseph 
Lawson  and  Lydia  Lawson  to  them,  the  said  John  Wright 
and  Joel  Tomlinson  Wright,  to  hold  to  them  and  their  heirs 
and  assigns  for  ever. 

The  trial  took  place  at  Woodstock,  before  Draper,  C.  J. 
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A mortgage  from  Joseph  Lawson  and  wife  to  the  plaintiff 
and  other  parties  (since  dead)  bearing  date  the  27  of  Aug- 
ust, 1856,  for  2 J acres  of  land,  more  or  less,  being  part  of 
lot  No.  28  in  the  4th  concession,  and  part  of  lot  No.  28  in 
the  5th  concession  of  North  Norwich,  was  put  in  by  the 
plaintiff’s  counsel.  The  description  of  the  premises  in  the 
4th  concession,  for  which  this  action  was  brought,  was  the 
same  as  in  the  writ. 

Both  parties  claiming  under  Lawson,  the  plaintiff  did 
not  give  any  further  testimony. 

For  the  defence  a deed  was  then  put  in  from  David 
McAulay  and  wife  to  Joseph  Lawson,  bearing  date  the 
eleventh  day  of  December,  1854,  for  2J  acres  of  land  in  the 
township  of  Norwich,  being  composed  of  part  of  lot  No. 
28,  in  the  4th  concession,  and  a part  of  lot  No.  28,  in  the 
5th  concession,  both  of  Norwich  aforesaid,  which  parcels  of 
land  may  be  better  known  and  described  as  follows  &c. : — ■ 
the  description  of  the  premises  in  the  4th  concession  being 
precisely  the  same  as  that  contained  in  the  plaintiff’s  mort- 
gage and  in  the  summons,  and  the  description  of  the  land 
in  the  5th  concession  being  also  given  by  metes  and  bounds. 

A mortgage  was  also  put  in,  dated  6th  March,  1856,  from 
Jos.  W.  Lawson  and  wife  to  John  Wright  and  Joel  T.  Wright, of 
West  Oxford,  for  4D05,  of  “all  those  certain  parcels  or  tracts 
of  land  and  premises  situate,  lying  and  being  in  the  Town- 
ship of  Norwich,  containing  by  admeasurement  two  acres 
and  a half,  more  or  less, being  composed  of  part  of  lot  No.  28, 
in  the  5th  concession  of  the  said  township  of  Norwich  par- 
ticularly described  in  the  deed  of  conveyance  thereof  bearing 
date  the  11th  of  December,  1854,  and  made  between  one 
David  McAulay, of  the  township  of  Norwich  aforesaid,  of  the 
first  part, Elizabeth  McAulay,  of  the  sameplace,  of  the  second 
part,  and  the  said  party  of  the  first  part  hereto  (Joseph 
Lawson)ofthe  third  part.”  This  mortgage  was  also  registered 
on  the  6tli  of  March,  1856,  the  same  day  as  the  deed  from 
McAulay  and  wife  to  Lawson,  for  the  premises  in  the  4th 
and  5th  concessions  particularly  described  in  that  deed. 

It  was  admitted  that  the  land  mantioned  in  the  deed 
from  McAulay  and  wife  to  Lawson  as  part  of  No.  28  in  the 
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5th  concession  contained  only  between  a quarter  and  half 
an  acre,  the  part  contained  in  the  deed  to  Lawson  and  in 
Lawson’s  mortgage  to  the  plaintiff  as  part  of  lot  No.  23,  in 
the  4th  concession,  exceeding  two  acres,  the  two  parcels 
thus  containing  2J  acres. 

The  question  was,  whether  the  mortgage  to  defendants 
could  be  Held  to  cover  the  land  forming  part  of  No.  23,  in 
4th  concession,  and  sought  to  be  recovered. 

The  learned  Chief  .Justice  directed  a verdict  to  be  enter- 
ed for  the  plaintiff,  reserving  leave  to  the  defendants  to 
move  to  enter  a verdict  for  them. 

Richards , Q.  C.,  obtained  a rule  calling  upon  the  plain- 
tiff to  shew  cause  why  the  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  should 
not  be  set  aside,  and  a verdict  entered  for  the  defendants, 
pursuant  to  leave  reserved,  or  why  a new  trial  should  not 
be  had,  the  verdict  being  contrary  to  law  and  evidence,  on 
the  grounds  and  objections  taken  at  the  trial,  and  on  the 
ground  that  the  mortgage  on  which  the  defendants  claimed 
itle  conveyed  to  the  defendants  all  the  land  sought  to  be 
recovered  in  this  cause,  and  entitled  them  to  the  posses- 
sion thereof.  He  cited  Carman  v.  Molson,  5 C.  P.  125 ; 
Hoe  Murray  v.  Smith,  5 U.  C.  R.  225 ; Doe  Notman  v. 
McDonald,  5 U.  C.  R.  321 ; Jamieson  et  al.  v.  McCollum, 
18  U.  C.  R.  445;  Henderson  v.  Harris,  10  C.  P.  374; 
McDonald  v.  McPhail,  17  U.  C.  R.  299  ; Cartwright  v. 
Detlor,  19  U.  C.  R.  210. 

Crombie  shewed  cause,  and  cited  Tay.  Ev.  sec.  1105. 

McLean,  J. — The  plaintiff  seeks  to  recover  the  part  of 
lot  No.  23,  in  the  4th  concession  described  in  his  mort- 
gage, and  the  defendants  claim  that  they  have  a prior  right 
t©  the  possession,  their  mortgage  being  of  a prior  date, 
and  as  they  contend  containing  all  the  land,  2 J acres,  men- 
tioned in  the  deed  from  McAulay  to  Lawson,  though  stated 
in  their  mortgage  as  being  in  the  5th  concession.  The 
defendants’  mortgage  bears  date  and  was  recorded  on  the 
6th  of  March,  1855,  the  same  day  on  which  the  deed  from 
McAulay  and  wife  to  Lawson  was  recorded,  so  that  the 
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parties  had  Lawson’s  deed  containing  the  boundaries  of  the 
land  on  which  security  was  to  be  given  if  they  chose  to  refer 
to  it.  The  strong  probability  is,  that  the  mortgage  was  inten- 
ded to  cover  the  whole  acres  contained  in  Lawson’s  deed, 
and  not  merely  the  small  part  in  the  5th  concession.  The 
description  is  of  all  those  certain  parcels  or  tracts  of  land 
and  premises  (professing  to  convey  and  assign  more  than 
one  tract  of  land)  containing  by  admeasurement  two  acres 
and  one  half  \ be  the  same  more  or  less,  being  composed  of 
part  of  lot  No.  28,  in  the  5th  concession  of  the  township  of 
Norwich,  particularly  described  in  the  deed  thereof  from 
David  McAulay  and  Elizabeth  McAulay  to  the  party  of 
the  third  part  in  the  mortgage  bearing  date  the  11th  day  of 
December,  1854.  Though  it  purports  to  convey  more  than 
one  parcel  of  land,  and  states  the  quantity  conveyed  at  two 
acres  and  a half,  the  description  points  only  to  the  parcel  in 
the  5th  concession  of  Norwich,  which  is  described  in  the 
deed  to  Lawson  from  McAulay  and  wife.  There  are 
premises  in  the  4th  concession  particularly  described  in  the 
same  deed,  but  these  are  apparently  excluded  by  the  des- 
cription in  defendants’  mortgage,  being  confined  to  the  land 
in  the  5th  concession. 

I do  not  see  any  thing  which  can  justify  the  conclusion 
that  the  land  in  the  two  concessions  was  intended  to  be 
included  in  defendants’  mortgage,  except  that  the  description 
professes  to  grant  certain  parcels  or  tracts  of  land,  and  that 
the  quantity  specified  is  greater  than  in  the  parcel  in  the 
5th  concession,  which  is  admitted  to  contain  a quarter  or 
half  an  acre  at  most. 

Under  these  circumstances  it  appears  to  me  that  we  would 
not  be  justified  in  considering  the  description  as  applying  to 
the  two  parcels  of  land  in  Lawson’s  deed,  when  his  mort- 
gage points  out  the  land  as  being  particularly  described  in 
that  deed  as  part  of  lot  No.  88,  in  the  5th  concession.  If 
we  were  to  take  upon  ourselves  to  extend  the  operation  of 
the  description  in  defendant’s  mortgage  to  the  land  in  both 
concessions  stated  in  the  deed  from  McAulay  and  wife  to 
Lawson,  because  we  see  on  the  face  of  it  some  things  which 
may  lead  to  the  belief  that  the  parties  intended  it  to  be  so,  we 
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might  be  depriving  the  plaintiff  of  a security  which  he  took 
in  full  confidence  that  it  was  not  subject  to  any  prior  incum- 
brance. If  the  registry  had  been  searched  previous  to  the 
plaintiff’s  mortgage  being  taken,  he  would  have  found  that 
though  Lawson  had  given  a mortgage  of  a prior  date  to  the 
defendants,  it  was  only  on  the  land  mentioned  in  the 
deed  from  McAulay  to  him  in  the  5th  concession,  and 
confined  expressly  to  the  description  giyen  of  that  small 
tract.  The  mistake,  if  there  is  one,  is  that  of  the  defend- 
ants or  their  agent  in  preparing  the  mortgage,  and  it  seems 
to  me  that  we  cannot  run  the  risk  of  an  injustice  to  the 
plaintiff  because  we  may  suppose  there  is  such  mistake. 
Under  these  circumstances  I think  the  defendants’  rule 
must  be  discharged  with  costs,  and  the  plaintiff’s  verdict 
must  stand. 

Burns,  J. — This  case  is  not  like  any  of  the  cases  cited  in 
the  argument.  If  we  could  see  that  it  clearly  was  the 
intention  of  the  grantor,  Lawson,  to  convey  to  the  Wrights 
all  the  land  which  was  mentioned  in  the  conveyance  to 
himself  from  McAulay,  and  that  such  intention  was  mani- 
fest on  the  face  of  the  deed,  then  we  might  apply  the  doc- 
trine that  a falsa  demonstratio  would  not  frustrate  the 
intention.  There  is  no  falsa  demonstratio  here,  for  the 
mortgage  under  which  the  Wrights  claim  in  effect  does 
particularly  describe  the  part  of  28  in  the  5th  concession, 
by  referring  to  the  conveyance  made  by  McAulay  to  Law- 
son.  When  we  refer  to  that  we  find  that  part  of  28  in  the 
5th  concession  is  particularly  described  by  metes  and 
bounds,  and  in  addition  to  that  also  part  of  28  in  the 
4th  concession  is  particularly  described  by  itself. 

The  defendants’  argument  is  in  effect  this,  that  the  diffi- 
culty is  not  in  controlling  the  intention  by  a false  descrip- 
tion, but  that  it  is  to  enlarge  the  intention  of  the  grantor ; 
and  that  the  expressions  “ those  parcels  or  tracts  of  land,” 
and  “ containing  by  admeasurement  two  acres  and  a half,’ 
shew,  when  taken  with  a reference  to  McAulay’s  deed,  that 
the  grantor  intended  to  convey  both  pieces  of  land  therein 
mentioned.  With  respect  to  the  last  expression,  it  is  accom- 
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panied  by  the  expression  of  “ more  or  less,”  and  therefore 
of  itself  could  never  be  carried  to  extend  into  another  con- 
cession not  mentioned,  or  out  of  the  lot  and  concession 
particularly  mentioned,  and  the  piece  of  land  of  that  lot 
particularly  described.  With  respect  to  the  expression 
“ those  parcels  or  tracts  of  land,”  although  it  would  indicate 
an  idea  that  upon  reading  further  on  in  the  deed  one  would 
expect  to  find  more  than  one  parcel  mentioned,  yet  there  is 
not  the  slightest  thing  to  guide  what  land  it  would  refer  to. 
To  say  that  it  must  be  the  land  mentioned  in  McAulay’s 
deed  would  be  a latitude  of  construction  not  at  all  allowable. 
It  is  only  to  find  the  description  of  part  of  28  in  the  5th 
concession  that  McAulay’s  deed  is  referred  to. 

I see  the  deed  of  mortgage  to  the  defendants  is  to  secure 
the  payment  of  £105,  and  the  parties  may  have  been  con- 
tent with  the  small  piece  of  ground  to  secure  that,  while  the 
plaintiff’s  mortgage  is  to  secure  £200,  and  quoad  the  piece  of 
land  described  in  the  defendants’  deed  is  a second  mortgage. 

The  rule  should  be  discharged. 

The  Chief  Justice  having  been  absent  during  the  argu- 
ment, gave  no  judgment. 

Buie  discharged. 


Todd  v.  Perry,  Watt,  and  Walker. 

Collectors  bond — Action  against  sureties— Form  of  bond — Delay  in  delivery  of 
roll — Extension  of  time  for  collection— Power  of  arbitrator  under  reference 
at  nisi  prius. 

In  an  action  on  a bond  given  to  T.,  the  plaintiff,  describing  him  as  treasurer 
of  the  municipality  of  Fergus,  for  the  performance  by  defendant  P.  of 
his  duties  as  collector. 

Held,  1.  That  the  neglect  of  the  clerk  to  deliver  to  P.  the  roll  before  the 
1st  of  October,  as  directed  by  16  Vie. , ch.  .182,  sec.  39,  formed  no  de- 
fence for  the  sureties. 

2.  That  they  were  not  relieved  by  the  extension  of  time  for  collection  of 
the  rates  allowed  by  the  council  to  P. 

3.  Affirming  Judd  v.  JRead,  6 C.  P.  372 — that  the  action  might  be  main- 
tained by  the  plaintiff  as  treasurer,  though  the  statute  directs  that  the 
bond  shall  be  taken  to  the  municipality. 

The  case  was  referred  at  nisi  prius,  with  the  same  power  to  the  arbitrator 
as  the  judge  had  to  amend  the  pleadings,  and  under  this  he  allowed 
pleas  to  be  added  raising  the  first  and  second  questions  above  mentioned, 
which  he  referred  to  the  court,  with  the  last. 

Per  McLean,  J.,  the  last  objection  should  not  have  been  allowed  by  the 
arbitrator. 

This  action  was  brought  by  the  plaintiff,  as  treasurer  of  the 
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municipality  of  the  village  of  Fergus,  against  the  defendants, 
on  their  bond  bearing  date  the  28th  day  of  April,  1858, 
whereby  they  acknowledged  themselves  to  be  held  and  firmly 
bound  to  c< Gilbert  Heriot  Todd/’  the  plaintiff, “ treasurer  of 
the  municipality  of  Fergus,  in  the  county  of  Wellington,”  in 
the  sum  of  £1000,  subject  to  certain  conditions  thereunder 
written,  that  if  the  said  James  Perry  should  collect  all  rates 
and  assessments  of  the  village  of  Fergus  for  the  year  1858, 
for  which  he  had  been  appointed  collector,  and  should  pay 
over  or  cause  to  be  paid  over  all  moneys  which  he  should 
collect  to  the  treasurer  of  the  said  municipality  of  the 
village  of  Fergus,  on  or  before  the  14th  day  of  December, 
1858,  then  that  the  said  obligation  should  be  null  and  void, 
otherwise  to  remain  in  full  force  and  virtue. 

The  breaches  assigned  were,  1st.  That  the  said  James 
Perry  did  not  collect  as  such  collector  of  the  municipality 
of  Fergus,  for  the  year  1858,  but  neglected  to  do  so  as  to  a 
large  amount,  to  wit,  to  the  amount  of  £500,  which  he  might 
have  collected,  but  which  still  remained  uncollected.  2nd. 
That  the  said  James  Perry,  as  such  collector,  collected  and 
received  divers  large  sums  of  money,  to  wit,  to  the  amount 
of  £500,  but  had  never  paid  over  the  same,  or  any  part 
thereof,  though  often  requested  to  do  so,  and  had  wrong- 
fully misappropriated  the  same.  By  reason  of  which  several 
breaches  the  said  writing  obligatory  became  forfeited,  and 
thereby  an  action  had  accrued  to  the  'plaintiff  to  demand 
and  have  of  the  said  defendants  the  said  sum  of  £1000. 

Picas , by  defendants,  1.  That  before  the  commencement 
of  this  action  all  the  rates  and  assessments  of  the  munici- 
pality of  the  village  of  Fergus  for  the  year  1858  that  could 
be  collected  were  collected  and  paid  over  to  the  piaintiff,  as 
treasurer  of  such  municipality. 

At  the  last  autumn  assizes  for  the  county  of  Wellington, 
held  at  Guelph,  on  the  18th  day  of  November  last,  this 
cause  and  matters  in  difference  therein,  were  by  order  of  the 
court,  with  the  consent  of  the  parties,  referred  to  Archibald 
McDonald,  Esquire,  judge  of  the  county  court  of  the  county 
of  Wellington,  with  the  same  powers  as  to  certifying  and 
amending  the  pleadings  and  proceedings  and  otherwise  as 
at  nisi  prim. 
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During  the  reference,  pursuant  to  the  power  reserved, 
the  arbitrator  allowed  the  defendants  John  Watt  and  James 
Walker  to  add  pleas  to  the  following  effect : 1st.  That  they, 
the  said  John  Watt  and  James  Walker,  signed  the  bond 
declared  on  as  sureties  for  the  other  defendant,  James  Perry, 
that  he,  the  said  James  Perry,  would  perform  the  duties  oi 
collector  of  taxes  of  the  municipality  of  the  village  of  Fergus, 
for  the  year  1858 ; and  that  by  a certain  act  of  parliament 
of  the  Province  of  Canada,  entitled  “ An  Act  to  amend  and 
consolidate  the  assessment  laws  of  Upper  Canada,”  and 
passed  in  the  16th  year  of  the  reign  of  Her  Majesty  Queen 
Victoria,  chapter  182,  which  said  statute  was  in  full  force 
and  effect  at  the  time  the  bond  declared  on  in  this  suit  was 
signed,  and  continued  in  full  force  and  effect  during  the  whole 
of  the  year  1858,  amongst  other  things  enacted  by  the  said 
statute,  it  is  enacted,  by  section  89,  “ that  it  shall  be  the  duty 
of  the  clerk  of  every  city,  town,  village  or  township,  to  make 
out  a collector’s  roll  for  the  township  or  village,  or  for  each 
ward  in  the  city  or  town,  as  the  case  may  be,  * * and  the 
clerk  shall  deliver  the  roll  so  made,  certified  under  his  hand, 
to  the  collector  on  or  before  the  first  day  of  October,  or  such 
other  day  as  may  be  prescribed  by  any  by-law  of  the  munici- 
pality and  that  during  the  year  1858  there  never  was  any 
bydaw  of  the  said  municipality  of  the  village  of  Fergus  pre- 
scribing any  other  day  than  the  first  day  of  October,  1858,  on 
which  thefclerk  of  the  said  municipality  should  deliver  the  col- 
lector’s roll  for  the  said  municipality  for  the  said  year  to 
the  said  James  Perry,  the  defendant,  so  being  collector  as 
aforesaid ; and  that  the  said  plaintiff  in  the  suit  was  clerk 
of  the  said  municipality  of  the  said  village  for  the  said  year, 
and  that  the  said  plaintiff  as  such  clerk  did  not  deliver  the 
collector’s  roll  of  the  said  village  of  Fergus  for  the  said  year 
to  the  said  defendant,  James  Perry,  such  collector  as  afore 
said  for  the  said  year  1858,  on  or  before  the  first  day  of 
October,  1858,  as  by  the  said  statute  he  was  required  to  do. 

2nd.  And  for  a further  plea  the  defendants  John  Watt 
and  James  Walker  further  say  that  they,  the  said  John  Watt 
and  James  Walker,  signed  the  bond  declared  on  in  this  case 
as  sureties  for  the  other  defendant,  James  Perry,  that  he, 
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the  said  James  Perry,  would  perform  the  duties  of  collector, 
of  taxes  of  the  municipality  of  the  village  of  Fergus  for  the 
year  1858,  and  that  the  council  of  the  said  municipality  of 
the  village  of  Fergus  for  the  years  1858, 1859  and  1860,  of 
which  municipality  the  said  plaintiff  was  treasurer  for  the 
said  years,  extended  the  time  for  the  said  James  Perry, 
the  other  defendant,  to  collect  the  taxes  for  the  said  year 
1858,  beyond  the  time  allowed  by  law,  without  the  consent 
of  the  defendants  John  Watt  and  James  Walker,  the  said 
sureties  of  the  defendant  James  Perry. 

The  plaintiff  took  issue  upon  all  the  pleas,  and  demurred 
to  the  second  and  third  pleas  allowed  by  the  arbitrator  to  be 
pleaded  by  the  defendants  John  Watt  and  James  Walker. 
And  to  the  second  plea  he  replied  on  equitable  grounds,  that 
the  collector’s  roll  was  delivered  to  the  defendant  Perry  for 
collection  ofrtaxes  thereon  shortly  after  the  1st  day  of  Octo- 
ber, 1858,  and  thereupon  the  said  James  Perry  voluntarily 
accepted  the  same,  and  the  charge  of  collecting  the  rates 
and  assessments  thereon,  and  might  have  collected  divers 
large  sums  of  money  thereon,  which  he  neglected  to  collect, 
as  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  did  collect  and  receive 
other  large  sums  of  money  thereon,  which  he  did  not  pay 
over,  as  also  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  of  which  prem- 
ises the  said  John  Watt  and  James  Walker  had  notice,  and 
were  consenting  and  acquiescing  in  such  acceptance  of  the 
said  roll,  and  of  the  charge  of  collecting  the  rates  and  as- 
sessments thereon  by  the  said  James  Perry. 

The  plaintiff  stated  certain  grounds  of  demurrer  intended 
to  be  urged  against  the  second  and  third  pleas ; and  the 
defendant  John  Watt  and  James  Walker  joined  in  the  de- 
murrers, and  rejoined  to  the  plaintiff’s  replication  on  equit- 
able grounds  that  they,  the  said  Watt  and  Walker,  never 
consented  to  or  acquiesced  in  the  acceptance  of  the  roll  by  the 
other  defendant  Perry  after  the  1st  day  of  October,  1858. 

On  these  pleadings,  after  hearing  the  evidenoe,  the  arbi- 
trator reserved  the  following  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

1.  Gan  the  municipality  maintain  this  action  in  the  plain- 
tiff’s name  on  the  bond  given  to  him  for  the  benefit  of  the 
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corporation  for  default  made  by  the  collector,  no  other 
security  having  been  taken  for  the  performance  of  his  duty? 

2.  Is  the  neglect  of  the  clerk  in  not  delivering  the  roll 
to  the  collector  until  the  7th  of  October,  1858,  a bar  to  the 
recovery  on  the  bond  against  the  sureties,  the  time  not 
having  been  extended  by  by-law,  the  collector  having  ac- 
cepted the  roll  without  objection,  the  sureties  not  being 
aware  of  the  delay,  and  in  consequence  never  having 
acquiesced,  and  the  delay  being  in  no  way  a prejudice  to 
the  defendants,  or  either  of  them  ? 

8.  Did  the  resolutions  of  the  council  giving  an  extension 
of  time  for  the  collection  of  the  taxes  release  the  defendants 
Walker  and  Watt  from  their  liability  on  the  bond  as  sureties 
for  Perry,  the  extension  of  time  being  for  Perry’s  benefit, 
but  the  sureties  not  having  given  any  consent? 

He  found  further  by  his  award  that  the  sum  of  .£88  16s. 
6Jd.  had  been  or  could  have  been  collected  by  the  defendant 
Perry  within  the  time  allowed  by  law  for  him  to  levy  there- 
for, and  that  of  this  sum  £29  10s.  8d.  had  been  collected,  but 
as  to  the  balance  he  found  it  impossible  to  determine  how 
much  he  did  collect,  or  how  much  remained  unpaid  by  the 
aate-payers.  And  he  awarded  that  in  case  the  issue  on  the 
third  plea,  and  the  demurrer  to  the  second  and  third  pleas 
should  be  determined  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff,  then  judg- 
ment should  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  debts,  £1000, 
and  £88  16s.  6d.,  damages  on  the  breaches  assigned,  unless 
the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  sureties  ought  only 
to  be  held  responsible  for  the  money  collected  by  Perry  and 
not  paid  over,  and  in  that  case  judgment  should  be  entered 
only  for  £29  10s  8d.,  damages  on  the  first  breach. 

N.  Kingsmill,  for  the  plaintiff,  cited  Judd  v.  Read,  6 C.  P. 
862;  Whlkes  v.  Clement  9 U.  C.  R.  889;  Cole  v.  Green,  6 
M.  & Gr.  872 ; The  Trent  Navigation  Co.  v.  Harley,  10 
East  82 ; Corporation  of  Whitby  v.  Harrison,  18  U.  C.  R. 
606 ; Webster  v.  Macklem,  4 C.  P.  266. 

Richards,  Q.  C.  contra,  cited  Watson  v.  Allcock,  4 DeG. 
McN.  & G.  242,  8.  C.  17  Jur.  568 ; Whitcher  v.  Hall,  7 B. 

6 C.  269 ; Kepp  v.  Wiggett,  10  C.^B.  85 ; Webb  v.  James, 

7 M.  & W.  279 ; Pitman  on  Principal  and  Surety,  199. 
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McLean,  J. — The  arbitrator  has  stated  several  questions 
of  law,  which  he  has  reserved  for  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
and  upon  the  judgment  which  may  be  given  upon  these 
questions  he  founds  his  award  for  or  against  the  plaintiff 
or  defendants  according  to  circumstances.  Amongst  these 
questions  he  has  allowed  the  defendants  Watt  and  Walker, 
who  are  alone  engaged  in  the  demurrers  to  the  second  and 
third  pleas,  to  take  exceptions,  not  to  any  thing  in  the  form 
of  the  declaration,  but  to  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  main- 
tain this  action  on  the  bond  taken  in  his  favour  and  exe- 
cuted by  the  defendants. 

No  question  was  in  issue  upon  that  point  when  the  suit 
was  referred,  and  as  it  is  stated  by  the  arbitrator  in  his 
award  that  no  other  security  was  taken  for  the  collection 
of  the  rates  for  the  year  1858,  and  by  the  finding  a sum  of 
s088  16s.  6d.  is  found  in  arrear,  the  security  of  which  may 
wholly  depend  on  the  sufficiency  of  that  bond,  no  injustice 
could  have  arisen  by  the  defendants  being  excluded  from 
grounds  of  objection  which  were  not  taken  in  the  original 
pleadings,  and  which  would  have  not  been  allowed  at  nisi 
prius  merely  for  the  purpose  of  endeavouring  to  defeat  a 
just  recovery. 

As  to  the  second  plea,  setting  forth  the  delay  after  the  1st 
day  of  October  in  delivering  the  roll  to  the  collector,  it  was 
bad  in  substance,  for  it  contained  no  ground  of  defence.  If 
the  treasurer  did  not  deliver  the  bond  to  the  collector  till  a 
few  days  too  late  he  omitted  a duty  required  by  law,  but  I 
cannot  conceive  that  that  affords  any  reason  that  the  defen- 
dants should  be  relieved  from  their  responsibility  on  their 
bond  after  the  principal  has  become  a defaulter.  Even  if 
the  issue  intended  were  clearly  raised,  it  would  be  quite  im- 
material, because  whether  the  collector  received  his  roll  a 
day  too  late  or  a day  too  early,  could  not  in  any  way  affect 
the  validity  of  his  bond. 

The  41st  section  of  16  Vie.,  ch.  182,  points  out  what  is 
the  duty  of  the  collector  when  he  does  receive  his  roll,  and  if 
.the  collector  of  Fergus  had  paid  attention  to  its  directions, 
he  would  probably  have  saved  himself  trouble  and  costs,  to 
which  he  and  they  are  put  in  this  action. 
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Then  as  to  the  second  plea  demurred  to,  of  the  defendants 
Watt  and  Walker— that  the  municipality  of  Fergus,  during 
the  years  1858,  1859,  and  1860,  extended  the  time  for  the 
collection  by  the  said  James  Perry  of  the  rates  and  assess- 
ments for  the  year  1858  beyond  the  time  allowed  by  law, 
without  the  consent  of  the  defendants  John  Watt  and  James 
Walker,  the  sureties — I cannot  see  that  any  ground  of 
defence  is  set  out  in  that  plea.  If  they  did  extend  the  time 
they  had  undoubted  authority  to  do  so  without  releasing  the 
defendant  Perry  and  his  sureties  from  their  responsibility 
on  their  bond  for  any  amount  collected  or  remaining  to  be 
collected.  The  law  is  not  so  excessively  rigid  as  to  compel 
a municipality  to  enforce  the  collection  of  rate  under  all 
circumstances  at  a specific  day,  and  it  seems  to  me  to  be 
setting  forth  a singular  defence, when  sureties  urge  the  indul- 
gence shewn  to  their  principal  as  a sufficient  ground  for 
their  deing  discharged  from  their  obligations  in  his  behalf. 

These  defendants  Watt  and  Walker  have  bound  them- 
selves for  the  performance  of  the  duties  of  collector  of  the 
village  of  Fergus,  by  James  Perry,  for  the  year  1858,.  If 
he  had  done  so,  there  could  have  been  no  necessity  for  an 
extension  of  time  to  enable  him  to  complete  his  collections, 
and  if  they  extended  the  time  beyond  the  limit  alowed  by 
law  they  may  have  been  wrong  in  having  done  so,  but  the 
error  of  the  council  in  extending  too  much  indulgence  to  the 
collector  could  not  discharge  him  or  his  sureties  from  their 
obligation  for  the  collection  of  the  rates  and  assessments  of 
Fergus  for  the  year  1858.  The  form  and  the  substance  of 
what  the  defendants  offer  as  a third  plea  are  equally  objec- 
tionable, and  cannot  have  any  weight  or  validity  whatever, 
though  received  by  the  arbitrator  under  the  power  which 
the  parties  agreed  he  should  exercise. 

As  to  the  exception  to  the  action  and  to  the  declaration 
in  the  name  of  the  plaintiff,  I incline  to  think  that  such  an 
objection  cannot  be  urged  in  this  stage  of  the  proceedings. 
The  objection  is  not  to  the  declaration  as  not  sufficient  on 
the  bond,  but  it  is  in  fact  to  the  legality  of  the  bond  itself. 
The  declaration  is  good  upon  the  bond,  and  when  certain 
issues  were  referred  to  the  arbitrator  he  had  not  any  authority 
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conferred  upon  him,  as  it  appears  to  me,  to  allow  any  issue 
to  be  raised  except  such  as  were  necessary  for  the  ends  of 
justice  in  the  case  referred.  The  exceptions  which  the  arbi- 
trator alleges  two  of  the  defendants  desire  to  urge  to  the 
declaration,  in  my  judgment  it  is  incompetent  for  them  to 
take.  But  if  such  an  exception  were  open  to  them  as  sure- 
ties, when  they  are  not  urged  by  their  principal,  we  are 
relieved  from  all  difficulty  in  the  matter  by  the  case  decided 
in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  on  a similar  bond  given  by 
the  collector^to  and  sued  by  the  treasurer  at  Belleville. 
The  case  isreported  in  the  6th  volume  of  the  Common  Pleas 
Reports,  page  362,  and  I do  not  feel  in  the  least  degree 
called  upon  to  differ  from  the  law  as  decided  bj7  that  case. 
This  action  is  brought  for  the  benefit  of  the  municipality  of 
Fergus,  and  under  its  sanction,  by  its  treasurer.  The  secu- 
rity sued  on  is  that  of  the  corporation,  executed  by  the 
defendants  for  the  performance  of  specific  duties,  and 
the  defendant  Perry  having  entered  into  that  bond,  and  col- 
lected considerable  sums  as  collector  of  the  village,  cannot 
now  be  allowed  to  repudiate  his  bond,  and  say  that  it  does 
not  form  a good  security, because  it  is  taken  in  the  name  of 
the  treasurer  instead  of  in  the  name  of  the  municipality  of 
Fergus,  when  in  fact  he  does  not  himself  raise  the  objec- 
tion on  the  record. 

I am  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  several  questions  or  pro- 
positions reserved  or  proposed  in  respect  of  the  pleadings  by 
the  arbitrator  must  be  found  for  the  plaintiff,  and  that  he 
is  entitled  to  judgment  on  the  demurrers,  as  well  as  upon 
the  whole  record. 

Burns,  J. — The  bond  in  this  case  of  the  defendant  Perry 
and  his  sureties  was  given  under  16  Vic.,  ch.  182,  sec.  76,, 
which  in  its  phraseology  is  precisely  like  that  of  18  & 14 
Vic.,  ch.  67.  Therefore  the  case  of  Judd  v.  Read  (6  C.  P. 
362)  applies  to  the  first  question  put  by  the  arbitrator 
namely, whether  the  action  can  be  maintained  in  the  plain- 
tiff’s name.  There  is  this  difference  between  this  case  and 
that  mentioned.  Here  the  bond  is  given  to  this  plaintiff, 
describing  him  as  treasurer  of  the  municipality  of  the 
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village  of  Fergus,  and  to  bis  successors  in  office,  with  a con- 
dition to  pay  over  to  the  treasurer  of  the  municipality  all 
moneys  which  the  defendant  Perry,  the  collector,  might 
collect,  whereas  in  the  case  cited  the  bond  was  to  the  treas- 
urer and  his  successors  in  office,  without  the  name  of  any 
person.  On  the  authority  of  that  case  and  the  case  cited 
there  we  must  hold  there  is  nothing  in  this  objection. 

The  second  question  raises  the  point  whether  the  words  in 
the  39th  section  of  ch.  182 — namely,  “ and  the  clerk  shall 
deliver  the  roll  so  made,  certified  under  his  hand,  to  the  col- 
lector, on  or  before  the  first  day  of  October,  or  such  other 
day  as  may  be  prescribed  by  any  by-law  of  the  munici- 
pality,”— are  only  directory,  or  whether  they  are  a condition 
precedent  to  the  recovery  against  all  the  defendants,  or  to 
a recovery  against  the  two  who  are  sureties  for  the  other. 
The  roll  in  this  case  was  not  delivered  to  the  collector, 
Perry,  until  the  7th  of  October,  and  no  by-law  was  ever 
passed  naming  any  day  for  such  delivery.  I think  it  impos- 
sible to  construe  the  act  in  any  other  way  than  as  directory. 
A day  is  fixed  for  the  clerk  to  perform  a certain  duty,  but 
power  given  to  the  council  of  the  corporation  to  name  an- 
other day,  if  such  other  day  would  be  preferable,  and  the 
council  might  name  a by-law  either  on  an  earlier  or  later 
day  than  the  first  of  October,  if  such  would  be  more  con- 
venient. It  would  be,  so  far  as  the  collector  is  concerned, 
a monstrous  thing  to  hold  that  because  the  clerk  neglected 
his  duty,  and  delivered  the  roll  a day  or  two  after  he  was 
directed  to  do  it  to  the  collector,  the  collector  might  collect 
the  year’s  taxes  and  then  turn  round  upon  the  corporation 
and  say  he  was  not  the  collector,  and  that  he  received  the 
taxes  under  no  legal  authority,  and  he  should  keep  the 
whole  money.  Surely  Perry  was  as  much  the  collector  of 
the  village  of  Fergus  on  the  7th  of  October,  the  day  he 
received  the  roll,  as  he  was  on  the  28th  of  April,  1858,  the 
day  the  bond  was  given,  and  the  sureties  bound  themselves 
that  Perry  should  collect  all  rates  and  assessments  of  the 
village  of  Fergus  for  the  year  1858,  for  which  Perry  had 
been  appointed  collector.  He  was  appointed  collector 
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to  be  such  until  the  roll  should  be  delivered  to  him,  for  that 
would  have  been  absurd,  inasmuch  as  without  the  roll  he 
could  make  no  collection  at  all  and  he  was  not  appointed 
conditionally,  for  the  office  to  be  void  in  case  the  roll  was  not 
delivered  on  or  before  the  1st  of  October,  but  his  appointment 
was  to  collect  the  rates  and  assessments  for  the  year  1858. 
The  second  question  should  therefore  be  answered  in  the 
plaintiff’s  favor. 

Then  with  regard  to  the  third.  The  bond  in  this  case  was 
conditioned  that  the  taxes  and  assessments  should  be  collect- 
ed and  paid  over  by  the  14th  of  December.  The  time  for  col- 
lection being  extended  is  provided  by  statute  18  Vic.,  ch. 
21,  and  that  such  extension  shall  not  discharge  the  sureties. 
We  have  already  held  that  sureties  under  such  circumstances 
were  not  discharged. — See  Corporation  of  Whitby  v.  Harri- 
son, (18  U,  C.  R.  65.)  It  is  argued  in  this  case  that  the  one 
extension  of  time  given  to  the  collector  absorbs  his  authority. 
This  court  held  otherwise  in  the  case  of  Newberry  v.  Stephens 
et  al,  (16  U.C.R.606.)  It  is  obvious  on  the  reflection  that  the 
liability  of  the  sureties  must  be  co  -extensive  with  the  authority 
of  the  collector,  unless  the  corporation  do  something  to 
absolve  them.  The  legislature  has  enacted  that  the  corpo- 
ration giving  further  time  to  the  collector  to  collect  the  taxes 
shall  not  free  the  sureties.  Then  the  terms  of  the  bond  are, 
that  the  collector  shall  collect  the  taxes  of  the  year  1858, 
and  if  the  day  mentioned  in  the  condition,  which  was  the 
14th  of  December,  by  which  the  taxes  were  to  be  collected 
and  paid  over,  becomes  abrogated  by  resolution  of  Mie  council 
of  the  corporation,  then  I think  the  liability  of  the  sureties 
must  be  co-extensive  with  the  authority  of  the  collector.  The 
sureties  are  only  liable  for  the  collector’s  collection  on  non- 
collection of  the  taxes  of  that  year,  and  the  time  for  collec- 
tion or  non-collection  may  be  regulated  by  council  giving 
further  time.  The  collector  is  not  restricted  by  this  giving 
of  time,  it  is  only  given  that  he  may  avail  himself  of  it  if 
he  thinks  proper.  The  sureties  join  him  in  a bond  for  the 
faithful  discharge  of  his  office,  knowing  full  well  what  the 
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These  determinations  render  it  necessary  to  say  that 
judgment  should  be  given  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  demurrer 
to  the  defendants’  second  plea,  and  also  judgment  for  the 
plaintiff  on  the  demurrer  to  the  third  plea. 

Judgment  should  therefore  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  on 
the  whole  record  for  the  amount  found  by  the  arbitrator, 
£88  16s.  6d. 

The  Chief  Justice,  having  been  absent  during  the  argu- 
ment, gave  no  judgment. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 
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Consol.  Stats.  C.  ch.  92,  sec.  44 — 
Meaning  of  the  word  “ agents  ” there.'] 
— See  Criminal  Law,  1. 

See  Principal  and  Surety,  1. 


AGREEMENT. 

1.  Ejectment  — Acknowledgment  of 
title — Construction  of  agreement.] — 
Defendant  being  in  possession  of 
certain  premises  under  one  M.,  ex- 
ecuted an  instrument  under  seal,  by 
which  he  agreed  to  give  up  peace- 
able possession  to  the  plaintiffs,  to- 
gether with  certain  furniture  speci- 
fied, within  one  week  from  the  date, 
upon  receipt  of  $30.  On  the  follow- 
ing day  the  plaintiffs  tendered  to  him 
$30,  which  he  refused,  and  they  then 
brought  ejectment.  Held , that  in 

the  absence  of  any  explanation  as  to 
the  real  nature  of  the  transaction,  it 
was  properly  left  to  the  jury  as  im- 
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porting  an  admission  by  defendant 
that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to 
possession  on  paying  or  tendering 
the  $30.  Stewart  and  Leslie  v.  Cam- 
eron, 193. 

2.  Construction — Covenant  to  pre- 
sent papers  personally  to  Ins.  Co.']  — 
Defendants  by  agreement  covenant- 
ed to  pay  the  plaintiff  $961.35,  and 
by  the  same  agreement  it  was  made 
a condition  that  the  plaintiff  should 
allow  his  name  to  be  used  in  prose- 
cuting a claim  in  which  defendants 
were  interested  against  a mutual 
insurance  company : that  he  would 
personally  present  his  particulars  of 
loss,  with  the  usual  affidavits  and 
certificates  required  by  the  company, 
whenever  requested  in  writing  so  to 
do  by  any  of  the  parties  to  the  agree- 
ment ; and  that  if  the  claim  be  de- 
feated by  any  gross  negligence  of  the 
plaintiff  then  this  agreement  to  be 
void.  In  an  action  upon  defendants 
covenant : held,  that  it  was  not 
necessary  that  the  plaintiff  should 
present  the  necessary  papers  in  per- 
son to  the  company,  or  on  the  pre- 
cise day  named  by  defendants  ; and 
that  he  must  be  held  to  have  per- 
formed the  condition  upon  the  evi- 
dence set  out  in  the  case,  which 
shewed  that  the  papers  furnished  by 
him  were  not  objected  to,  and  that 
the  claim  was  not  defeated  owing 
to  their  insufficiency.  Rice  v.  Wells 
et  al.,  404. 

3.  A greement  — Construction  — Lia- 
bility for  moneys  received  by  purser, 
and  for  goods  supplied  to  steamer.]  — 
Defendants  entered  into  an  agree- 
ment to  advance  money  to  the  plain- 
tiffs to  enable  them  to  procure  a 
steamer  which  was  to  run  in  con- 
nexion with  defendants’  railway,  and 
guaranteed  them  against  loss  up  to 
a specified  sum.  The  earnings  of 
the  vessel  were  to  be  shared  as  pro- 
vided for;  and  it  was  agreed  that 
defendants  should  name  and  pay  a 


person  to  act  as  purser,  and  keep  an 
account  of  the  receipts  and  expendi- 
ture. He  was  to  be  subject  to  their 
authority,  and  to  mess  with  the  cap- 
tain at  the  plaintiffs’  expense.  Held , 
that  the  defendants  were  not  liable 
to  account  to  the  plaintiffs  for  moneys 
received  by  him  and  not  paid  over. 

The  plaintiffs  also  claimed  for 
goods  supplied  to  another  steamer, 
but  it  was  shewn  that  this  vessel 
was  chartered  to  one  W.,  who  ran 
her  on  his  own  account,  of  which 
the  plaintiffs  had  notice.  Held , that 
they  could  not  recover.  Vanevery  et 
al.  v.  The  Buffalo  and  Lake  Huron 
Railway  Company,  630. 

See  Arbitration  and  Award,  1 — In- 
surance— Municipal  Corporations, 
3 — Offices  (Sale  of)  — Principal 
and  Surety,  3 — Railways  and  Rail- 
way Cos.,  1,  2 — Sale  of  Goods. 


ALIEN. 

Right  of  to  devise.]  -See  Forfeited 
Estates. 

AMENDMENT. 

Trespass.]  — Held,  that  under  the 
circumstances  stated  in  the  case,  in 
an  action  for  seizing  two  horses,  the 
judge  was  justified  in  allowing  a 
waggon  and  set  of  harness  to  be  in- 
serted also  in  the  declaration  at  the 
trial,  the  defendant’s  council  object- 
ing, but  admitting  that  he  was  not 
taken  by  surprise  by  such  amend- 
ment. Sage  v.  Callaghan,  266. 

See  Appeal,  2 — Partners  and  Part- 
nership. 


APPEAL. 

1.  Action  for  maliciously  suing  out 
attachment— Plea,  appeal  in  the  suit 
still  pending.]  ■ — Declaration,  for  ma- 
liciously causing  a steamer  of  the 
plaintiffs  to  be  attached  to  the  Uni- 
ted States  to  answer  a pretended 
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claim  of  the  defendant,  alleging  that 
the  suit  in  respect  of  said  claim  had 
been  determined  in  favour  of  the 
plaintiff.  Plea , that  before  the  com- 
mencemen  of  this  suit  defendant 
appealed  from  the  decision  against 
his  claim,  which  appeal  was  still 
pending.  Held , on  demurrer,  plea 
good.  Griffith  et  al.  Executors  of 
Thompson  v.  Ward , 31. 

2.  Appeal  from  county  court — Ap- 
plication to  amend  judgment — Delay ] 
— On  appeal  from  a county  court 
this  court  reversed  the  judgment 
below,  discharging  a rule  nisi  to 
enter  a verdict  for  defendant,  which 
appeared  by  the  appeal  books  to 
have  issued,  and  made  absolute  that 
rule.  Six  terms  afterwards  the 
plaintiff  moved  to  amend  the  judg- 
ment by  granting  a new  trial,  on  affi- 
davits that  no  leave  was  reserved  in 
the  court  below  to  enter  a verdict 
for  defendant ; but  this  court  refused 
to  interfere.  Robinson  v.  Grange,  270. 

3.  County  Court — Right  of  Appeal 
— Omission  to  give  bond  in  time.]  — 
Where  in  the  county  court  a verdict 
is  taken  for  the  plaintiff,  with  leave 
reserved  to  move  to  enter  it  for  de- 
fendant, an  appeal  will  lie  from  the 
judgment  on  such  motion.  This 
court  will  not  refuse  to  bear  an  ap- 
peal properly  entered,  because  the 
necessary  bond  was  not  given  in  time. 
Haworth  and  Kesteven  v.  Fletcher  278. 

4.  Appeal — Application  to  stay  pro- 
ceedings.] — The  defendants  having 
succeeded  in  replevin  brought  againt 
them  for  a schooner,  the  plaintiff 
served  notice  of  appeal,  and  applied 
to  stay  proceedings  for  a month  to 
perfect  his  security,  so  that  the  de- 
fendants might  not  in  the  meantime 
obtain  a return  of  the  vessel.  The 
court,  however,  refused  to  interfere. 
Scott  v.  Carveth  et  al.,  425. 

See  Demurrer. 


ARBITRATION  and  AWARD. 

1 . Award— Construe tion— Pleading .] 
— An  award  made  in  March,  1860, 
directed  that  defendants  should  pay 
the  plainti  one-fifth  of  all  the  ex- 
penses that  might  be  incurred  by 
him  after  the  1st  of  October  then 
next,  for  the  mutual  benefit  of  the 
plaintiff  and  defendants,  in  repair- 
ing a certain  water-wheel,  flume, 
bulkhead,  <fec.,  the  plaintiff  to  have 
the  right  to  say  what  repairs  should 
be  done : that  the  plaintiff  should 
render  to  defendants  monthly  ac- 
counts, properly  vouched  for,  of  the 
expense  of  such  repairs,  and  within 
one  month  from  the  time  of  render- 
ing the  same  defendants  should  pay 
one-fifth  of  the  amount  thereof  to 
the  plaintiff ; and  it  was  further 
awarded,  that  should  it  be  deemed 
necessary  to  put  in  a new  wheel,  &c., 
before  the  1st  of  October  then  next, 
defendants  should  pay  one-fifth  of 
the  expense  incurred  therein,  on  an 
account  for  the  same  being  rendered 
to  defendants,  and  vouched  for,  as 
before  stated  in  said  award  for  the 
proportion  of  future  repairs.  Held , 
affirming  the  judgment  of  the  county 
court,  that  defendents  were  bound 
to  pay  monthly  for  the  expense  of  a 
new  wheel,  in  the  same  manner  as 
for  the  other  repairs  : that  the  plain- 
tiff had  the  right  to  judge  of  the 
necessity  therefor ; and  that  in  de- 
claring upon  the  award  it  was  suffi- 
cient to  aver  that  it  was  deemed 
necessary,  and  that  the  plaintiff  pro- 
ceeded to  put  it  in,  as  by  the  award 
he  might  do.  Abbott  v.  Skinner  et 
al.,  414. 

2.  Award  — Construction  — Finality 
— Pleading — Allowance  of  interest.]  — 
Under  a submission  of  all  matters 
in  difference  between  the  plaintiff 
and  defendant,  (not  specifying  any 
subject  of  dispute,)  with  power  to 
the  arbitrators  to  determine  what 
they  should  see  fit  to  be  done  by 
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either,  the  arbitrators  by  their  award 
— after  reciting  that  one  GT.,  by  a 
writing  endorsed  on  the  submission, 
had  agreed  to  submit  to  them  a charge 
of  £250  per  annum,  made  by  defend- 
ant for  the  management  of  certain 
property  in  Berlin,  in  which  G.  and 
the  plaintiff  were  jointly  interested — 
found  that  on  the  1st  of  September, 
1860,  defendant  was  indebted  to  the 
plaintiff  in  £3249  17s.  8d.,  which 
they  ordered  him  to  pay  accordingly, 
with  interest  half-yearly  until  paid. 
2nd.  As  to  the  Berlin  property,  that 
as  regarded  the  rights  and  liabilities 
of  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  there- 
to, they  did  not  find  that  any  differ- 
ence had  arisen  calling  for  their 
arbitrament,  (further  than  as  might 
regard  the  said  amount  claimed  for 
management,)  and  they  therefore 
made  no  adjudication  on  such  rights 
or  liabilities.  3rd.  As  to  certain 
property  in  Guelph,  comprised  in  a 
deed  made  by  defendant  to  plaintiff, 
they  adjudged  that  the  plaintiff 
should  hold  the  same  in  fee  by  virtue 
of  such  deed,  but  that  if  he,  or  his 
heirs  or  assigns,  should  sell  the  same, 
or  any  part  thereof,  and  should  re- 
alize from  such  sale  a larger  sum 
than  £1105,  he  or  they  should  ac- 
count for  such  surplus  to  the  de- 
fendant, his  executors,  Ac. 

To  an  action  on  this  award,  de- 
fendant, after  setting  it  out  at  length, 
pleaded:  1.  That  the  arbitrators 

awarded  upon  matters  not  submitted, 
and  which  accrued  after  the  submis- 
sion, and  upon  accounts  between  the 
parties  to  a period  long  after  the  sub- 
mission. 2.  That  the  award  was  not 
final,  in  this,  that  the  said  matters 
relating  to  the  Berlin  property  were 
matters  in  difference,  and  were  sub- 
mitted to  the  arbitrators,  but  that 
they  did  not  award  thereon  ; and  in 
this,  that  they  did  not  dispose  of  the 
difference  respecting  the  value  of  the 
Guelph  property,  but  left  the  same 


unsettled  and  dependent  upon  the 
sale  thereof  by  the  plaintiff,  when 
only  the  amount  to  be  accounted  for 
to  defendant  could  be  determined* 
Held,  on  demurrer,  both  pleas  good  ; 
and  as  to  the  second  plea,  that  the 
averment  as  to  the  Berlin  property 
was  a sufficient  defence,  and  the  plea 
therefore  sufficient,  although  the 
award  as  to  the  Guelph  land  was 
not  wanting  in  finality. 

At  the  trial,  upon  issue  taken 
on  the  first  plea,  it  appears  that 
the  plaintiff  in  April  gave  in  a state- 
ment of  his  claim,  calculated  with 
interest  up  to  that  time,  at  twelve 
per  cent.,  which  had  been  the  usual 
rate  allowed  in  the  dealings  between 
the  parties.  At  the  defendant’s 
request  time  was  allowed  him  to 
prove  his  defence ; and  in  making 
their  award  on  the  6th  of  October, 
the  arbitrators  added  interest  at 
the  same  rate  up  to  the  1st  of  Sep- 
tember, on  the  sum  claimed  in 
April  for  principal  and  interest  up 
to  that  time.  Held , that  they  had 
power  to  do  this,  and  to  award  in- 
terest on  the  amount  until  paid. 
Held,  also,  that  upon  the  evidence 
set  cut  in  the  case,  the  first  plea  was 
not  proved.  Qucere,  as  to  the  inten- 
tion and  effect  of  the  direction  in  the 
award  to  pay  the  £3249,  and  in- 
terest half-yearly  until  payment. 
Stewart  v.  Webster,  469. 

3.  Compulsory  reference — Time  for 
moving — Statement  of  questions  for  the 
court — Building  contract  — Departure 
from  its  terms. ] — On  a compulsory 
reference  a motion  to  refer  back 
the  award  may  be  made  within  the 
first  six  days  of  the  term  following 
its  publication. 

Where  the  reference  was  “ with 
power  to  the  arbitrator,  if  either 
party  requires  it,”  to  submit  ques- 
tions of  law  for  the  decision  of  the 
court.  Held,  an  enabling  provision 
only,  not  compulsory. 
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An  action  upon  a building  contract 
baying  been  thus  referred,  the  plain- 
tiffs contended  that  the  defendants 
had  broken  the  agreement  so  as  to 
put  an  end  to  it,  and  that  they  (the 
plaintiffs)  were  therefore  not  bound 
by  its  terms,  and  they  requested  that 
if  the  arbitrators  should  not  so  deter- 
mine they  would  certify  the  facts  for 
the  court.  The  defendants  requested 
that  if  the  award  should  be  against 
them  the  arbitrators  would  certify  to 
the  court  whether  the  contract  bound 
the  parties,  and  whether  the  engi- 
neer's certificate  was  final.  The 
award  was  in  favour  of  the  plaintiffs, 
and  one  of  the  arbitrators,  in  com- 
pliance with  the  defendants’  request, 
certified,  without  submitting  any 
question,  that  the  contract  was  bind- 
ing, and  the  engineer’s  certificate 
conclusive  and  that  the  award  had 
been  based  on  that  assumption.  The 
plaintiffs  afterwards  moved  to  refer 
back  the  award  with  a direction  that 
the  contract  did  not  bind,  or  to  refer 
back  the  certificate  for  amendment, 
by  stating  the  facts ; but  held,  that 
as  the  arbitrators  had  not  chosen  to 
submit  any  point  for  decision,  and 
were  not  bound  to  do  so  the  court 
could  not  interfere. 

Remar  s as  to  the  circumstances 
under  which  a building  contract  is  or 
is  not  rendered  inoperative  by  depar- 
ture from  its  terms.  Kesteven  et  al. 
v.  Gooderham  et  al.,  500 

4.  Remitting  matters  Cook — C.  L. 
P.  A.  sec.  164.]— The  effct  of  the  C. 
L.  P.  A.,  sec.  164,  enabling  the  court 
to  remit  matters  back  to  the  arbitra- 
tor, is  not  to  alter  in  any  way  his 
power  or  authority,  and  the  court 
therefore  refused  to  interfere  upon  an 
objection  not  apparent  on  the  face  of 
the  award,  that  in  considering  the 
nature  of  the  work  claimed  for  as 
rock  or  stone  excavation  he  had  not 
conformed  to  the  engineer’s  certifi- 


cate, whieh  it  was  contended  bound 
the  plaintiff.  Read  v.  Weir , 544. 

5.  Compulsory  reference  — Setting 
aside.'] — The  rules  as  to  setting  aside 
awards  are  unchanged  by  the  Com- 
mon Law  Procedure  Act,  and  are  the 
same  with  respect  to  compulsory  re- 
ferences as  to  others.  The  court 
therefore  refused  in  this  case  to  in- 
terfere on  affidavits  tending  to  shew 
that  the  arbitrator  was  mistaken  as 
to  the  other  law  and  fact.  Saulter  v. 
Carruthers , 560. 

6.  Joint  and  several  promissory  notes 
— Arbitration  as  to  one  maker — Plead- 
ing.]— In  an  action  against  the  mak- 
ers of  a joint  and  several  notes  paya- 
ble to  R.  or  bearer,  one  defendant 
allowed  judgment  to  go  by  default^ 
and  the  other  pleaded,  that  after  the 
note  fell  due,  and  while  it  was  in  R.’s 
hands,  certain  disputes  arose  between 
R.  and  this  defendant  respecting  this 
note  among  other  matters  which 
were  submitted  to  arbitration : that 
the  arbitrators  awarded  that  the  de- 
fendant should  pay  R.  a sum  named, 
and  that  he  and  R.  should  execute 
mutual  releases  ; and  that  the  plain- 
tiff took  the  note  after  it  fell  due, 
with  notice  of  the  facts.  At  the  trial 
the  submission  and  award  were 
proved,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was 
present  at  the  arbitration : that  the 
note  was  diallowed  to  R.,  because 
this  defendant,  being  a surety  only 
for  the  other  maker,  had  been  dis- 
charged by  giving  time ; and  that 
the  plaintiff  then  stated  that  he  had 
no  claim  upo  the  note.  Held,  that 
the  ote  being  several,  the  plea  was 
good,  though  the  action  was  against 
two  defendants,  and  the  award  relat- 
ed to  one  only : that  it  was  unneces- 
sary to  aver  performances  of  the 
award  ; and  that  defendant  was  en- 
titled to  a verdict  Fohvell  v.  Hyde 
and  Caslor , 565. 
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See  Municipal  Corporations,  2 — 
Railways  and  R W.  Cos.,  8 — Set- 
off. 


ARREST. 

See  False  Impruonment — Railways 
and  R.  W.  Cos.  6. 


ARTICLED  CLERK. 

Service — Expiration  of  articles  less 
than  fourteen  days  before  term.'] — The 
time  of  a clerk  articled  after  the  1st 
of  July,  1858,  must  expire  fourteen 
days  before  the  term  in  which  he 
seeks  to  be  admitted,  for  the  affidavit 
of  due  service  cannot  be  accepted  at 
a later  period,  though  before  his  ex- 
amination. Where  M.,  therefore,  en- 
tered into  articles  for  a year  on  the 
25th  of  January,  1860,  and  Hilary 
Term  began  on  the  4th  of  February, 
1861,  held , that  he  could  not  be  ad- 
mitted in  that  term.  In  the  matter  oj 
Frederick  Steivart  MacGachen,  apply- 
ing to  be  admitted  as  an  attorney  and 
Solicitor , 321. 


ASHBURTON  TREATY. 

See  Extradition. — False  Imprison- 
ment, 2. 

ASSAULT. 

See  Criminal  Law,  4 — Quarter  Ses- 
sions.— Railways  and  R.  W.  Cos.,  6. 

ASSESSMENT. 

See  Principal  and  Surety,  4. 


ASSIGNMENT. 

Bond  to  the  limits — Death  of  sheriff 
— Right  of  his  successor  to  assign.] — 
See  Bond  to  the  Limits. 

Assignee  of  part  of  the  land  may  sue 
on  covenant  for  seisin.] — See  Covenants 
for  Title. 


Devisees  of  Mortgagor  are  assignees 
of  the  mortgage , as  regards  the  pur- 
chase of  equity  of  redemption  under  12 
Vic.,  ch.  73.] — See  Mortgage,  1. 

Covenant  on  mortgage  given  for  pwr 
chase  money — Equitable  plea,  title  de- 
fective owing  to  prior  mortgage — Repli- 
cation assignment  of  such  mortgage.] 
—See  Mortgage,  2,  3. 

See  Description  of  Goods. 


ASSURANCE. 

See  Insurance. 


ATTACHMENT. 

See  Mandamus,  1. 


ATTORNEY. 

Action  for  costs — General  issue — De- 
fence of  negligence  admissible,  but  not 
sustained  by  evidence.] — In  an  action 
by  an  attorney  for  his  eosts,  negli- 
gence may  be  set  up  as  a defence 
under  the  general  issue. 

In  this  case  the  attorney  brought 
an  action  for  the  defendant  against 
one  M.,  which  was  entered  for  trial 
in  October,  1855.  The  assizes  began 
on  Tuesday,  and  the  attorney  sent 
subpoenas  to  the  defendant  for  his 
witnesses  on  Saturday.  A friend  of 
defendant  called  on  the  attorney  on 
Monday,  and  told  him  that  the  sub- 
poenas would  not  reach  the  defendant 
until  Wednesday,  and  asked  for  other 
subpoenas,  which  he  aid  he  would 
serve  himself  and  bring  in  the  wit- 
nesses, but  the  attorney  would  not  give 
them.  The  witnesses  did  not  appear, 
and  the  cause  was  put  off,  the  defend- 
ant paying  costs.  It  was  brought  to 
trial  in  April  following,  and  the  plain- 
tiff, the  now  defendant,  got  a verdict 
for  $387.10.  M.  obtained  a rule  nisi 
for  a new  trial  on  affidavits,  but 
the  papers  were  mislaid,  through  no 
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fault  of  the  plaintiff’s  attorney,  for 
nearly  two  years,  and  in  Easter  Term, 
1858,  the  case  was  argued,  and«a  new 
trial  granted  on  payment  of  costs. 
M.  did  not  serve  his  rule  until  Nov. 
1858,  and  the  costs  not  having  been 
paid,  the  attorney  in  March,  1859. 
entered  judgment,  and  issued  a fi.  fa., 
which  was  returned  nulla  bona,  M. 
having  sold  his  property  and  left  the 
country  in  October  previous.  In  an 
action  by  the  attorney  for  his  costs, 
the  jury  having  found  for  defendant, 
held,  that  the  evidence  did  not  sup- 
port the  verdict,  for  the  defendant 
had  obtaired  a judgment  against  M., 
which  might  yet  produce  the  debt, 
and  it  could  not  be  said  that  the  plain- 
tiff’s services  had  by  his  negligence 
become  wholly  worthless  to  defend- 
ant. A new  trial  was  therefore 
granted. 

Semble,  that  if  defendant  had  lost 
all  benefit  from  his  action  by  its  not 
having  been  tried  in  1855,  the  court 
would  not  have  interfered,  for  the 
attorney,  in  refusing  to  issue  new 
subpoenas  on  the  Monday,  might  be 
considered  to  have  taken  upon  him- 
self the  risk  of  consequences.  Vidal 
v.  Donald,  507. 

See  Articled  Clerk — Princi- 
pal and  Surety,  1. 


AWARD. 

See  Arbitration  and  Award. 


BAIL. 

See  Bond  to  the  Limits. 


BILLS  OF  EXCHANGE 
AND  PROMISSORY  NOTES. 

1.  Promissory  note — Verbal  agree- 
ment— Devise ] — To  an  action  by  the 


executors  of  V.,  on  a promissory  note 
payable  to  him  or  bearer,  defendant 
set  up  as  a defence,  that  by  his  last 
will  Y.  devised  to  .each  of  his  child- 
ren, of  whom  defendant’s  wife  was 
one,  £250,  to  be  paid  by  his  executors 
as  soon  as  possible ; and  declared 
that  in  case  he  should  advance  money 
during  his  life-time  to  any  of  his 
children  on  account  of  such  legacies, 
a receipt  therefor  should  be  sufficient 
as  payment  of  so  much  on  account  of 
the  sum  bequeathed  : that  on  the  4th 
of  April,  1856,  the  testator  advanced 
to  defendant  £100  on  account  of  the 
sum  devised  to  his  wife,  and  defend- 
ant then  delivered  to  him  the  note 
sued  on  as  evidence  of  such  advance, 
it  being  agreed  between  them  that 
defendant  should  not  be  called  upon 
to  pay  said  note,  but  that  it  should 
be  held  as  a receipt  for  so  much  of 
the  legacy;  and  defendant  alleged 
that  he  had  always  been  willing,  and 
had  offered  to  sign  a receipt  for  that 
sum.  The  will  when  produced  was 
in  the  terms  alleged,  but  a codicil 
was  added,  made  after  the  note,  di- 
recting that  none  of  the  legacies 
should  be  paid  until  the  completion 
of  payments  on  certain  lands  due  by 
his  son.  Held,  that  the  plaintiff  must 
recover,  for  verbal  evidence  could  not 
be  received  of  such  an  agreement  as 
alleged,  and  the  statement  of  the  will 
in  defendant’s  plea  was  incorrect. 
Street  etal.,  Executors  ofVyse  v.  Beck- 
with, 9. 

2.  Promissory  note — Death  of  payee 
in  foreign  country — Endorsements  by 
his  administrators  there — Bight  of  en- 
dorsee to  sue  here']  — Where  a note  was 
made  by  defendant,  a resident  of 
Upper  Canada,  payable  to  P.,  who 
died  in  the  State  of  New  York,  hav- 
ing the  note  then  in  his  possession 
there  : Held,  that  his  administrators 
appointed  in  that  state  might  endorse 
the  note  so  as  to  enable  the  endorsee 
to  sue  upon  it  in  this  country,  with- 
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out  their  having  administered  here. 

Declaration  on  a promissory  note 
made  by  defendant,  payable  to  P.  or 
order,  on  demand,  averring  the  death 
of  P.,  and  that  J.  P.  and  C.  P.  were 
duly  appointed  his  administrators, 
and  duly  endorsed  to  the  plaintiff : 
that  when  the  note  was  made,  and 
from  thence  until  his  death,  P.  resi- 
ded in  the  State  of  New  York:  that 
the  plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  the  en- 
dorsement to  him,  and  from  thence 
hitherto,  lived  there  also;  and  that 
at  the  death  of  said  P.  the  note  was 
in  the  said  state.  Plea , that  the  note 
was  made  at  Kingston  in  the  united 
counties  of  F.  L.  & A.,  in  Upper  Can- 
ada ; that  defendant  at  the  death  of 
said  P.,  and  before  and  at  the  time 
of  the  making  of  said  note  had,  and 
still  has  his  domicil  there : that  said 
note  at  the  death  of  said  P.  was  bono 
notabilia  in  said  united  counties ; 
that  said  appointment  of  J.  P.  and 
C.  P,  as  administrators  was  made 
only  by  a tribunal  of  said  state,  and 
that  they  were  never  appointed  by 
the  proper  authority  in  Upper  Can- 
ada. Held,  on  demurrer,  that  the 
plea  shewed  no  defence.  Hard  v. 
Pamler,  208. 

3.  Promissory  note — Action  by  exe- 
cutors— Acceptance  of  order  on  one — 
Satisfaction.] — A.  being  sued  upon 
a promissory  note  by  the  executors 
of  W.,  as  bearers,  pleaded  that  F., 
the  acting  executor,  being  the  holder 
of  the  note,  accepted  an  order  drawn 
by  one  D.  on  him,  in  favour  of  M., 
for  £50,  and  that  M.  being  the  de- 
fendant’s agent,  it  was  agreed  be- 
tween F.  and  M.  that  the  note  should 
be  paid  out  of  the  £50,  and  F.  there- 
upon cancelled  said  note.  The  evi- 
dence shewed  that  defendant  went 
with  the  order  to  F.,  which  F.  said 
he  would  accept,  and  pay  the  note 
out  of  it,  but  there  was  no  acceptance 
in  writing,  the  note  was  not  given  up, 
and  the  order  was  obtained  again 
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some  months  after  by  M.’s  executors. 
Held,  that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled 
to  recover,  and  that  a verdict  found 
for  defendant  must  be  set  aside. 
Williams  et  al,  executors  of  J.  T.  Wil- 
liams v.  Marshall , 230. 

4.  Promissory  note — Lottery — Plead,  _ 
ing.]  —Declaration  on  a promissory 
note  for  £15,  payable  to  G-.  or  bearer. 
Pleas, — 1.  That  before  the  making  of 
said  note,G.  did  corruptly  and  against 
the  statute  hold  a lottery  of  land, 
and  did  sell  and  dispose  of  the  tickets 
for  £15  each,  and  that  defendant  pur- 
chased one,  for  which  this  note  was 
given.  2.  Alleging  the  same  facts, 
and  adding,  that  the  plaintiffs  when 
they  took  the  note  had  notice  and 
knowledge  of  the  premises,  and  be- 
came the  bearers  of  it  after  it  fell 
due,  without  consideration,  and  al- 
ways held  and  now  hold  the  same 
without  consideration.  3.  That  the 
note  was  given  for  a certain  parcel  of 
land,  which  was  won  by  unlawfully 
gaming  and  playing,  contrary  to  the 
statute.  4.  That  defendant  was  in- 
duced to  make  the  note  by  the  fraud 
of  said  Gr.  and  others,  and  that  the 
plaintiffs  took  it  after  it  became  due, 
without  consideration,  and  with  full 
knowledge  of  the  premises.  Held,  ovl 
demurrer,  first  and  third  pleas  bad, 
second  and  fourth  pleas  good.  Evans 
et  al.  v.  Morleyy  236. 

5.  Joint  note — Mortgage  by  one 
maker — Merger  — Pleading.]  — To  an 
action  on  a joint  promissory  note 
made  by  M.  and  K.,  each  pleaded 
separately  that  after  the  note  fell 
due,  M.,  by  indenture,  covenanted 
with  the  plaintiff  to  pay  him  $319, 

( a sum  less  by  $2  80  than  the 
amount  of  the  note,)  with  interest 
at  15  per  cent.,  in  one  year,  and  de- 
livered said  indenture  to  the  plain- 
tiff, who  accepted  it ; and  that  the 
money  mentionod  in  the  declara 
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tion  and  in  the  indenture  was  the 
same.  Held,  on  demurrer,  pleas 
good,  though  the  indenture  was  not 
alleged  to  have  been  accepted  in 
satisfaction,  and  the  sum  secured  by 
it  was  less  than  the  note.  McLeod  v. 
McKay  and  Kennedy,  -258. 

6.  Promissory  notes — Exchange  on 
Neio  York — Guarantee .]  — In  an  ac- 
tion on  instruments  promising  to 
pay  money,  “ with  exchange  on  New 
York,”  McLean,  J.,  concurred  in  the 
decision  of  the  Common  Pleas  in 
Palmer  v.  Fahnestock,  9 C.  P.  172, 
that  they  were  not  promissory  notes. 
Robinson,  C.  J.,  and  Bunts,  J.,  ex- 
pressed no  opinion  on  the  point,  the 
plaintiffs  not  having  declared  upon 
them  as  notes. 

The  defendant  endorsed  notes  in 
the  above  form  for  the  accommoda- 
tion of  the  maker,  who  was  in  busi- 
ness as  a druggist,  without  knowing 
how  they  were  to  be  applied,  and  the 
maker  transferred  them  to  the  plain- 
tiffs for  goods  purchased  from  them. 
Defendant  not  being  liable  upon 
them  as  notes.  Held,  that  there  was 
clearly  no  right  of  action  against 
him  as  upon  a guarantee.  Fahne- 
stock et  al.  v.  Palmer,  307. 

7.  Promissory  note  payable  in  L. 
C. — 12  Vic.,  ch.  22 — Construction  of 
— Limitation  of  action .] — To  an 
action  on  a note  made  by  defendant, 
payable  to  A.  H.,  and  by  him  en- 
dorsed to  the  plaintiffs,  defendant 
pleaded  that  it  was  made  in  Lower 
Canada,  where  he  resided,  payable 
in  Montreal,  and  that  the  suit  was 
not  brought  within  five  years  after 
it  fell  due.  The  plaintiffs  replied, 
that  when  the  note  was  made  and 
endorsed  to  them,  A.  H.  lived  in 
Upper  Canada,  and  at  the  time  of 
said  endorsement  one  plaintiff  lived 
in  Upper  Canada,  and  the  other  in 
the  United  States.  Defendant  re- 
joined that  after  the  note  fell  due, 
while  A.  H.  held  it,  and  more  than 


five  years  before  suit,  A.  H.  carried 
on  business  in  Lower  Canada,  that 
he  and  defendant  met  at  Montreal, 
and  A.  H.  might  then  have  sued 
him.  Held,  on  demurrer  to  the  re- 
joinder, that  by  the  12  Vic.,  ch. 
22,  the  note,  owing  to  the  lapse  of 
time,  must  be  taken  to  be  absolutely 
paid  and  discharged  ; and  that  th© 
plaintiffs  could  not  recover.  Hervey 
etal.  v . Jacques,  366. 

See  Arbitration  and  Award,  6. — 
Interest. — Partners  and  Part- 
nership. 

BLANKS. 

Filling  up  blanks  in  deed — Effect 
of] — See  Deed. 


BOND. 

See  Ejectment,  1. — Equitablb 
Pleadings,  1. — New  Trial,  3. 
— Principal  and  Surety,  3. 


BOND  TO  THE  LIMITS. 

Death  of  sheriff — Right  of  his 
successor  to  assign.] — The  plain- 
tiff delared,  as  assignee  of  C., 
the  sheriff  of  Middlesex,  on  a 
bail  bond  to  the  limits  given  to  H., 
the  late  sheriff,  alleging  that  after 
the  making  of  the  bond  H.  died, 
and  that  the  defendant  on  several 
occasions  departed  from  the  limits  ; 
but  it  was  not  stated  whether  the 
depatture  took  place  before  or  after 
the  death  of  H.,  or  the  appointment 
of  GL,  or  whether  the  bond  had  been 
allowed.  Held,  (affirming  the  judg- 
ment of  the  county  court,)  that  the 
declaration  was  bad,  as  for  all  that 
appeared  the  departure  might  have 
been  at  such  a time  as  to  render  the 
late  sheriff  liable,  and  if  so  his 
successor  could  not  assign  the  bond. 
Osborne,  assignee  of  the  sheriff  of 
Middlesex,  v.  Cornish  et  al.,  47. 
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BREACH  OF1  TRUST. 

See  Criminal  Law,  1. 

BRIDGE. 

Mandamus  to  repair."] — See  Man- 
damus, 2. 

BUFFALO  AND  LAKE 
HURON  R.  W.  00. 

See  Railways  and  R.  W.  Cos.  8. 

BY-LAW. 

See  Municipal  Corporations,  1,  4. 

CARRIERS. 

See  Railways  and  R.  W.  Cos.,  1. 

OHATTEL  MORTGAGES. 

See  Sale  of  Goodi,  1. 

COLLECTOR. 

Of  customs — Transfer  of  to  different 
ports — Effect  of  on  liability  of  his 
sureties.] — See  Customs,  1. 

Of  taxes — Action  against  liis  sure- 
ties.]— See  Principal  and  Surety,  4. 

COLLISION. 

See  Railways  and  R.  W.  Cos.,  2, 
3,  5,7. 

COMMISSION  TO  EXA- 
MINE WITNESSES. 

Affidavit  of  execution.]— A com- 
mission to  take  evidence  issued  to 
one  G.,  of  tlie  city  of  Hartford,  in 
the  United  States,  to  take  tlie  e vi- 
olence of  one  S.  of  the  said  city.  It 
was  returned  with  an  affidavit  by 
the  commissioner  of  due  execution, 
sworn  at  Hartford  before  the  mayor 
of  that  city,  but  there  was  nothing 
in  the  affidavit  to  shew  that  the 
witness  was  examined  there.  Held, 
sufficient.  Queers , whether  it  is 
essential  that  the  affidavit  shall  be 
sworn  before  the  mayor,  &c.,  of  the 
place  where  the  evidence  is  taken. 
Stebbins  v.  Anderson,  239. 


COMMISSIONERS  OF  FOR- 
FEITED ESTATES. 

See  Forfeited  Estates. 

COMMITTEE. 

Liability  of  committee  for  building 
gaol,  for  supplies  ordered  for  enter- 
tainment at  laying  corner  stone.]  — 
See  Municipal  Corporations,  3. 

COMMON  LAW  PROCE- 
DURE ACT. 

See  Amendment. — Arbitration  and 
Award,  3,  4,  5. — Equitable  Plead- 
ings— Mortgage,  2,  8 — Partners 
and  Partnership. 

COMMON  SCHOOLS. 

1.  Rate  for  school  purposes — Man - 
damns — Consol.  Stats.  U.  C.,  cli.,  64, 
sec.  79.] — A mandamus  was  granted 
| to  compel  a city  council  to  levy  the 
sum  required  for  school  purposes 
for  the  year,  according  to  the  esti- 
mate furnished  to  them  by  the 
school  trustees. 

It  appeared  in  this  case  that 
the  corporation  having  received 
the  estimate  did  not  object  to  it> 
but  passed  a by-law  to  provide 
the  sum  required,  which  they  after- 
wards repealed,  and  substituted  an- 
other, imposing  a smaller  and  in- 
sufficient rate  ; and  no  reason  was 
given  for  refusing  to  provide  the 
sum  called  for.  The  School  Trus- 
tees of  the  City  of  Toronto  v.  The 
Corporation  of  the  City  of  Toronto, 
302. 

%2.  By-law  to  levy  rate  for  school- 
house — Extrinsic  objections — Refusal 
to  quash — How  the  desire  of  rate- 
payers must  be  expressed — Consol. 
Stats.  U.  C.,  ch.  64,  s<?c.  34,  sec.  27, 
sub-sec.  10.]—  The  township  council, 
by  resolution,  agreed  to  lend  to  the 
school  trustees,  out  of  the  clergy 
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reserve  fund,  a sufficient  sum  to 
build  a school-house,  taking  as  secu- 
rity their  debentures.  This  arrange- 
ment was  made  by  the  trustees  with- 
out any  reference  to  the  ratepayers, 
but  at  the  next  annual  school  meet- 
ing, at  which  the  applicant  was  pres- 
ent, the  matter  was  discussed,  and 
the  contract  and  plans  for  the  build- 
ing examined.  The  council  subse- 
quently, on  the  requisition  of  the 
trustees,  passed  a by-law  to  raise  a 
sum  for  school  purposes,  which  was 
required  to  pay  the  interest  of  these 
debentures  and  redeem  one  of  them. 
The  applicant  moved  to  quash  this 
by-law,  objecting  that  the  loan 
•effected  by  the  trustees  without  the 
consent  of  the  rate-payers  was 
illegal;  but  it  appeared  that  the 
school-house  had  been  finished  and 
occupied,  many  of  the  rate-payers 
swore  that  they  were  satisfied  with 
what  had  been  done,  and  the  affidavits 
were  contradictory  as  to  how  far  the 
applicant  had  acquiesced  in  the 
proceedings.  The  by-law  not  being 
illegal  on  the  face  of  it,  the  court 
under  these  circumstances  refused  to 
interfere. 

Quaere,  whether  under  the  Consol. 
Stats.  U.  C.,  ch.  64,  sec.  27,  sub- 
sec.  10,  and  sec.  34,  the  concurrence 
of  the  freeholders  and  householders 
required  to  enable  the  trustees  to 
call  upon  the  council  to  levy  money 
for  the  purchase  of  a school  site,  &c.? 
can  be  expressed  at  the  annual 
school  meeting,  without  notice  that 
the  question^  will  then  be  brought 
up.  In  the  matter  of  Taber  and  the 
Corporation  of  the  Township  of  Scar- 
borough, 549. 

See  Mandamus,  1. 


CONDITION. 

See  Covenant,  2. — Insurance,  1. 


CONDUCTOR. 

See  Railways  and  R.  W.  Cos.  1,  6. 

CONSIDERATION. 

See  Deed. — Equitable  Pleadings, 
1. — Pbincipal  and  Surety,  1. 


CONSTABLE. 

See  False  Imprisonment. 


CONTRACT. 

See  Agreement. 


CONVEYANCE. 

See  Deed. 


CORPORATIONS. 

See  Gas  Companies. — Harbour  Com- 
panies.— Municipal  Corporations. 


COSTS. 

Sale  of  goods — Action  for  deceit  as  to 
title — Right  to  recover  costs  of  suit 
brought  by  purchaser ] — Defendants 
sold  to  the  plaintiff  and  received  the 
purchase  money  for  some  wheat, 
which  they  represented  to  be  their 
own,  but  which  belonged  to  one  B., 
who  obtained  it  from  the  railway 
company  in  whose  cars  it  was.  The 
plaintiff  sued  the  company  for  de- 
livering it  to  B.,  and  the  action  was 
referred  and  decided  against  him, 
defendants  being  present  at  the 
arbitration,  but  it  was  not  shewn 
that  they  were  otherwise  concerned 
in  the  suit.  The  plaintiff  then  sued 
the  defendants  for  the  deceit,  claim- 
ing as  special  damages  the  costs  of 
this  unsuccessful  action.  Held,  that 
such  costs  could  not  be  recovered. 
Merritt  v.  John  Nevin  and  Peter  Nevin, 
540. 

See  Attorney.  — Demur  rer.  — In- 
terpleader.— Municipal.  Corpora 
tions,  2. — Registrar. 
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COUNTY  COURT. 

See  Appeal,  2,  3. — Mandamus,  3. 

COVENANT. 

Pleading — Set-off.  ] — The  declar- 
ation stated  that  by  indenture  one 
W.  GL  mortgaged  to  the  plaintiff 
and  two  others,  as  trustees  of  S.,  his 
unexpired  term  in  certain  lands,  to 
secure  the  payment  to  said  trusees 
of  £400,  and  interest,  which  he 
thereby  covenanted  to  pay  at  certain 
times  specified;  that  said  W.  Gr 
also  by  indenture  mortgaged  said 
term  to  the  plaintiff,  to  secure  the 
payment  to  him  of  £226  7s.  6d. : 
that  under  a power  of  sale  in  said 
last  mentioned  indenture  the  plain- 
tiff duly  sold  the  mortgaged  pre- 
mises to  defendant  at  the  following 
price — that  is  to  say,  that  defendant 
should  pay  the  mortgage  to  said 
trustees,  and  pay  £150  to  the  plain- 
tiff : that  the  plaintiff  thereupon,  in 
consideration  of  such  price  to  be 
paid,  assigned  said  premises  to  de- 
fendant, and  defendant  by  the  in- 
denture of  assignment  covenanted 
with  the  plaintiff  to  perform  the 
covenants  in  the  mortgage  to  said 
trustees ; and  the  plaintiff  alleged 
that  defendant  had  not  paid  the 
price  so  to  be  paid  by  him  for  his 
purchase,  and  had  broken  his  cove- 
nant, in  this,  that  although  the  last 
instalment  of  the  mortgage  money 
payable  to  the  trustees  was  due  and 
unpaid,  yet  defendant  had  not  paid 
the  same.  Defendant  pleaded,  1. 
As  to  so  much  of  the  declaration  as 
relates  to  the  price  or  sum  of  money 
to  be  paid  by  defendant  to  plaintiff, 
that  he  did  not  promise  as  alleged. 
4.  As  to  so  much  as  relates  to  said 
price,  a set-off  for  moneys  due  by 
plaintiff  to  defendant.  5.  As  to  so 
much  as  relates  to  the  plaintiff’s 
claim  in  respect  of  the  mortgage 
from  W.  GL  to  the  trustees,  a “simi- 


lar set-off.  Held,  on  demurrer, 
pleas  bad,  for  the  first  was  not  a 
denial  of  the  covenant  siied  upon, 
but  an  attempt  to  put  in  issue  its 
legal  effect : the  fourth  and  fifth 
were  pleaded  to  a cause  of  action  not 
advanced,  as  the  declaration  was  for 
the  non-payment  of  money  to  the 
trustees,  not  to  the  plaintiff;  and  as 
to  the  fifth  plea,  the  claim  under  the 
covenant  to  pay  the  trustees  was  not 
one  to  which  a set-off  could  be 
pleaded.  Marlin  v.  Clark , 419. 

2.  Construction  — Principal  and 
surety — Equitable  defence .] — The  de- 
claration recited  that  the  Desjardins 
Canal  Company  were  indebted  to  the 
plaintiffs  in  £13,000,  which  they  had 
agreed  to  pay  before  the  1st  of 
January,  1854:  that  by  the  16  Vic., 
ch.  54,  the  defendants  were  author- 
ised to  become  security  to  the  plain- 
tiffs on  account  of  said  company, 
for  certain  improvements  on  their 
canal  to  the  extent  on  £15,000;  and 
that  after  such  statute  defendants 
duly  covenanted  with  the  plaintiffs 
that  the  said  company  should  pay 
them  the  said  sum  of  £13,000  and 
interest,  on  or  before  the  1st  of 
January,  1854,  and  that  in  default 
thereof  defendants  would  pay  the 
same.  Defendants  pleaded,  on 
equitable  grounds. — 3.  That  the 
plaintiffs  had  agreed  to  build  for  said 
Canal  Company  a certain  bridge  over 
a channel  to  be  efft  by  the  plaintiffs 
to  their  canal,  in  consideration  where- 
of the  company  covenanted  to  pay 
them  £13,000  on  the  completion  of 
said  work,  which  said  sum  and  the 
said  channel  and  bridge  are  the  sum 
and  the  improvements  mentioned  in 
the  declaration  ; that  defendants  in 
pursuance  of  said  statute  entered  in- 
to the  covenant  declared  upon  as  se- 
curity for  the  payment  by  the 
Canal  Company  of  said  sum : that 
the  said  agreement  of  the  plaintiffs 
is  subject  to  a condition  precedent, 
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that  the  work  should  be  approved  of 
by  the  engineers  of  the  plaintiffs  and 
the  Canal  Company,  &c.,  who  should 
report  when  the  same  were  executed, 
and  that  no  sueh  report  was  made 
before  this  suit.  4.  On  equitable 
grounds,  that  said  channel  and  bridge 
were  not  completed  before  this  suit. 
The  plaintiffs  replied,  setting  out  the 
agreement  in  full,  by  which  it  ap- 
peared that  the  agreement  of  the 
Canal  Company  was  to  give  security 
for  the  repayment  of  the  money  ad- 
vanced by  the  plaintiffs  “ at  the  time 
and  in  manner  as  is  stated  in  such 
securities.”  Field,  on  demurrer,  both 
pleas  bad,  as  shewing  no  equitable 
defence,  for  the  covenant  by  defend- 
ants was  absolute,  that  the  Canal 
Company  should  pay  on  a certain 
day ; and  by  the  agreement  the  money 
was  to  be  paid  at  the  time  mentioned 
in  the  security,  not  to  be  dependent 
on  the  completion  of  the  work.  The 
Great  Western  Railioay  Go.  v.  The 
Corporation  of  the  Town  of  Dundas,  523. 
See  Agreement. — Mortgage.  1. — 
Principal  and  Surety,  1. 


COVENANTS  FOE  TITLE. 

An  assignee  of  part  of  the  land 
conveyed  by  a deed  containing  a 
covenant  for  seisin  in  fee  may . sue 
upon  the  covenant  and  recover 
damages  in  proportion  to  his  in- 
terest. Keyes  v.  O'Brien,  12. 


COVENANT  TO  EE  NEW. 

Action  on,  in  lease — Measure  of 
Damages.'] — See  Landlord  and  Ten- 
ant, 2. 

COVERT  USE. 

See  Division  Court,  2. 

CRIMINAL  LAW. 

1.  Breach  of  trust — Consol . Stats  C., 


ch  92,  sec.  44 — Meaning  of  the  word 
'•'■agents"  in  that  clause.] — The  in- 
dictment charged  that  one  M.  en- 
trusted to  defendant,  then  being  an 
agent,  a promissory  note  of  one  R., 
for  $200,  for  the  special  purpose  of 
receiving  £6  thereon  from  A.,  and 
that  defendant,  contrary  to  the  pur- 
pose for  which  said  note  was  entrust- 
ed to  him,  did  unlawfully  negotiate 
and  convert  the  same  to  his  own  use. 
It  appeared  that  R.  had  made  the 
note  for  A.’s  accommodation,  and  A. 
being  indebted  to  one  C.  in  £6,  it 
was  agreed  that  he  should  deposit 
this  note  with  M.  to  secure  the  pay- 
ment. Defendant,  by  C.’s  order,  got 
the  note  from  M.  on  condition  that 
he  should  give  it  up  to  A.  on  the  £6 
being  paid.  A.  afterwards  paid  this 
sum  to  defendant,  but  defendant  kept 
the  note  and  sued  R.  upon  it,  alleg- 
ing that  he  was  entitled  to  do  so  by 
some  arrangement  with  R.,  which 
the  jury  found  was  not  the  case,  and 
they  convicted  defendant.  Held, that 
the  conviction  could  not  be  sustained, 
for  defendant  was  not  an  agent  within 
the  meaning  of  the  act,  which  refer- 
only  to  general  agents  of  the  descrips 
tions  specified  ; and  sernble , that  upon 
the  evidence  he  was  not  M.’s  agent, 
or  guilty  of  any  breach  of  trust  to- 
wards him.  The  Queen  v.  Armstrong, 
245. 

2.  Indictment — Forgery — Order  for 
payment  of  money.]  — “ Renfrew,  June 
13th,  1860.  Mr.  McKay  : — Sir, — 
Would  you  be  good  enough  as  for  to 
let  me  have  the  loan  of  ten  dollars 
for  one  week  or  so,  and  send  it  by  the 
bearer  immediately,  and  much  oblige 
your  most  humble  servant,  (Signed) 
I.  Almiras,  P.  P.” 

Held,  not  an  order  for  the  pay- 
ment of  money,  within  the  ConsolJ 
Stat.  C.,  ch.,  94.  Regina  v.  Reo- 
pelle,  260. 

3.  Extortion  by  magistrates — Joint 
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o fence.] — Where  two  defendants  sat 
together  as  magistrates,  and  one  ex- 
acted a sum  of  money  from  a person 
charged  before  them  with  a felony, 
the  other  not  dissenting.  Held , that 
they  might  be  jointly  convicted. 
Held,  also,  not  indispensable  that 
the  indictment  should  charge  them 
with  having  acted  corruptly.  The 
Queen  v.  Tisdale  and  Shaver , 272. 

4.  Indictment — Quarter  Sessions — 
Jurisdiction  — Capital  offence .]  — At 
the  quarter  sessions  the  prisoner  was 
found  guilty  on  an  indictment  charg- 
ing that  she  on,  &c.,  in  and  upon  one 
B.,  in  the  peace  of  God  and  of  our 
lady  the  Queen  then  being,  unlaw- 
fully did  make  an  assault,  and  him 
the  said  B.,  did  beat  and  illtreat, 
with  intent,  him,  the  said  B.,  felon- 
iously wilfully,  and  of  her  malice 
aforethought,  to  kill  and  murder, 
and  other  wrongs  to  the  said  B.  then 
did,  to  the  great  damage  of  the  said 
B.,  against  the  form  of  the  statute 
in  such  case  made  and  provided,  and 
against  the  peace,  &e.  A count  was 
added  for  common  assault.  The 
evidence  shewed  an  attempt  to  mur- 
der, hut  it  was  moved  in  arrest  of 
judgment  that  the  court  had  not 
jurisdiction,  for  that  it  was  a capital 
crime,  under  Ccnsol  Stats.  C.,  ch. 
91,  sec  5.  Held,  that  the  indictment 
did  not  charge  a capital  offence  un- 
der that  section,  nor  an  offence 
against  any  statute,  but  that  the  con- 
viction might  be  sustained  as  for  an 
assault  at  common  law.  Regina  v. 
McEvoy,  344. 

See  Exteadition — Mandamus,  2 

CUSTOMS. 

1.  Collectors  of  customs — Surety  bond 
— Transfer  of  collector  to  di  fferent  parts 
— Effect  of  on  liability  of  surety — 
Pleading .] — Sci.  fa.  on  a bond  given 
by  defendant  as  surety  for  one  A., 


collector  of  customs.  Defendant 
pleaded  that  A.  was  appointed  a col- 
lector of  customs  in  Upper  Canada, 
and  was  so  appointed  as  collector  at 
the  port  of  B.,  and  to  no  other  office  ; 
that  under  the  statute  he  was  re- 
quired to  enter  into  a bond  with  sure- 
ties for  the  due  performance  of  said 
office,  and  thereupon  the  defendant 
executed  a bond  in  reference  thereto, 
as  follows: — setting  out  the  bond  at 
length.  It  recited  that  A.  had  been 
appointed  to  the  office  or  employ- 
ment of  a collector  in  Her  Majesty’s 
customs,  and  the  condition  was  that 
so  long  as  he  should  hold  such  office 
he  should  pay  over  all  such  moneys 
received  by  virtue  thereof.  Defen- 
dant then  alleged  that  the  bond  was 
executed  in  reference  to  said  office  of 
collector  at  B.,  and  not  in  respect  of 
any  other  office  or  employment,  and 
that  A.,  while  he  held  said  office, 
performed  the  duties  and  paid  over 
all  moneys  received  by  virtue  there- 
of ; that  afterwards  he  resigned  said 
office,  and  was,  without  defendant’s 
knowledge  or  consent,  appointed  col- 
lector for  the  port  of  N.,  and  subse- 
quently  for  the  port  of  B.,  at  both  of 
which  places  the  moneys  received 
were  more,  and  the  duties  heavier, 
than  at  B. ; and  that  if  any  breach 
of  duty  occurred  on  his  part  it  was  in 
respect  of  those  offices,  and  not  of 
his  office  at  B.  aforesaid.  The  plain- 
tiff replied  that  collectors  of  customs 
were  and  are  appointed  generally^ 
and  not  to  any  particular  place,  so 
that  they  may  be  transferred  as  the 
service  requires : that  A.  was  so  ap- 
pointed generally,  and  the  bond 
given  in  respect  to  such  appoint- 
ment ; that  as  such  collector  he 
was,  without  any  resignation,  trans- 
ferred respectively  from  B.  to  hi., 
and  from  thence  to  R.,  at  which 
last  mentioned  port  the  breach  of 
duty  sued  for  occurred — without 
this,  that  he  was  at  the  time  of 
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giving  said  bond  appointed  collector 
at  B.,  and  not  to  any  other  office, 
and  afterwards  resigned  said  office. 
Held . on  demurrer  to  the  replication, 
plea  bad,  for  setting  up  as  a defence 
that  the  bond  was  given  in  respect  to 
the  office  of  collector  ^at  B.  only, 
when,  as  set  out  in  the  plea,  it  was 
clearly  not  so,  but  as  col  tor  gener- 
ally ; replication  good. 

At  the  trial,  upon  issue  taken  on 
the  replication,  A’s  commission  was 
put  in,  dated  the  28th  of  May,  1850, 
appointing  him  “ a collector  of  Her 
Majesty’s  customs  in  the  province  of 
Canada,”  and  a letter  to  the  defend- 
ant from  the  customs  department, 
of  the  14th  of  May,  informing  him 
that  he  had  been  appointed  collector 
of  customs  at  the  port  of  Bruce,  and 
requiring  him  to  furnish  sureties. 
The  bond  was  dated  the  16th  of 
May.  The  removal  of  A.  to  the  ports 
mentioned  in  the  plea  was  proved, 
and  that  he  was  in  default  at  R., 
from  whence  he  absconded.  Held, 
that  the  defendant  was  liable  for 
such  default.  Regina  v.  Miller,  485. 

2.  Sale  of  goods — Attempt  to  defraud 
customs — Complicity  of  defendants — 
Set-off.] — Plaintiffs  had  been  in  the 
habit  of  selling  oil  to  defendants,  the 
terms  being  payment  on  delivery  free 
on  board  at  St.  John’s,  New  Bruns- 
wick, and  double  invoices  had  been 
frepuently  sent  by  them,  one  giving 
the  real  selling  price  and  the  other 
less.  It  was  not  clear  whether  this 
was  done  at  defendants’  request  or 
not,  but  they  had  written  to  the 
plaintiffs  on  one  occasion,  in  giving 
an  order,  to  “ send  invoices  as  be- 
fore.” In  an  action  for  the  price  of 
certain  oil  defendants  endeavored  to 
set  off  the  value  of  eight  barrels 
which  they  had  previously  ordered 
and  paid  for,  but  never  received.  It 
appeared  that  when  shipping  this 
lot  the  plaintiffs’  agent  wrote  to  de- 
C 


fendants  “recommending”  them,  in 
order  to  “ lessen  the  expenses,  and 
especially  in  the  duty,”  to  send  the 
bill  of  lading  to  the  plaintiffs’  friends, 
R.  &.  S.,  at  Portland,  with  instruc- 
tions to  include  it  in  the  bond  and 
entry  with  the  other  lots  sent  to 
Messrs.  J.  T.  & Co.,  at  Montreal,  for- 
warding agents,  to  pay  the  duties 
and  forward  to  them.  Plaintiffs  ac- 
cordingly wrote  to  R.  & S.  to  do  so, 
and  this  with  the  other  lots  con- 
signed to  R.  & S.  were  entered  upon 
an  invoice  of  the  whole  furnished  by 
the  plaintiffs  under  the  selling  price, 
and  seized  by  the  collector  at  Mon- 
treal. The  jury  were  directed  that 
if  the  eight  barrels  were  under- 
valued by  the  plaintiffs  without  de- 
fendants’ privity  or  consent,  in  order 
to  defraud  the  customs,  the  defend- 
ants might  set  off  the  price  which 
they  had  paid  for  them,  but  that  if 
defendants  were  concerned  in  the 
fraud  they  could  not.  Held,  that  the 
direction  was  right,  and  the  evidence 
warranted  a verdict  for  the  plaintiffs. 
The  New  Brunswick  Oil  Works  v.  Par- 
sons et  al.,  531. 


DAMAGES. 

Mode  of  estimating  in  dower.]  — See 
Dower,  2. 

On  covenant  to  reneio  in  lease.]  — See 
Landlord  and  Tenant,  2. 

Excessive  damages — New  trial  grant- 
ed.]— See  New  Trial,  1. 

In  an  action  against  registrar  for 
ofnission  of  mortgage  in  certificate.]  — 
See  Registrar. 

See  Costs. — Covenants  for  Title. 


DEATH. 

Of  sheriff — Right  of  his  successor  to 
assign  bond  to  the  limits.]  — See  Bond 
to  the  Limits. 

See  Seduction. 

U.  C.  Q.  B.  20 
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DECEIT. 

Sale  of  goods — Action  for  deceit  as  to 
title — Right  to  recover  costs  of  suit 
brought  by  purchaser.']  — 

See  Costs. 


DEED. 

Construction -Filling  up  blanks — 

Consideration — Effect  of  becoming  a 
nun.] — The  Crown,  in  1798,  granted 
5,000  acres,  including  the  land  in 
question,  to  John  and  Elizabeth  Hay 
and  three  others,  children  of  the  late 
Governor  Hay.  In  1800  Elizabeth 
became  a nun  in  Montreal,  by  which, 
according  to  the  law  of  Lower  Canada, 
she  became  civilly  dead  as  regarded 
her  property,  and  she  afterwards 
died  there  in  1838.  In  1804  John 
Hay  conveyed  “ all  his  fourth  part  or 
share  ” of  the  lands  mentioned  in  the 
above  patent,  “ containing  in  all  five 
thousand  acres,”  to  his  brother-in- 
law  M.,  the  husband  of  one  of  the 
patentees.  The  deed  was  executed 
in  Indiana,  and  was  expressed  to  be 
in  consideration  of  natural  love  and 
affection,  and  of  one  dollar  paid. 
When  executed,  the  words  “ fourth” 
and  “five  thousand”  were  omitted, 
but  attached  to  the  deed  was  a letter 
of  the  same  date,  signed  by  the 
grantor,  and  addressed  to  M.,  in 
which  he  mentioned  these  blanks, 
and  told  M.  to  fill  them  up  according 
to  the  fact;  adding  in  a postcript, 
that  if  any  errors  should  be  found  in 
the  deed  he  authorized  M.  to  rectify 
them,  and  that  such  corrections 
should  be  valid  as  if  he  had  made 
them  himself.  The  words  “fourth  ” 
and  “five  thousand”  were  inserted 
after  M.  received  the  deed  in  Lower 
Canada.  On  the  19th  of  January, 
1805,  M.  and  his  wife  Agatha,  and 
John  Hay,  by  deed  reciting  the 
patent,  conveyed  to  B.  and  D.  2,000 
acres,  parcel  of  the  5,000  acres 


granted,  “being  the  undivided  part 
and  portion  of  the  said  5,000  acres 
belonging,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the 
said  letters  patent,  to  John  Hay  and 
Agatha  M.”  This  deed  was  executed 
by  M.  and  his  wife,  and  by  John  Hay 
by  his  attorney  M.,  but  there  was  no 
evidence  of  any  power  of  attorney  to 
M.  On  the  same  day,  all  the  paten- 
tees, except  Elizabeth,  conveyed  to 
B.  and  D.  her  share,  assuming  that  it 
had  vested  in  them  by  her  becoming 
a nun.  The  plaintiff  claimed  under 
these  circumstances  — defendant 
under  a deed  from  the  heir-at-law  of 
John  Hay.  Held , 1.  That  by  the 
deed  of  1804,  John  Hay’s  share  passed 
to  M.,  the  consideration  being  suffi- 
cient, and  the  insertion  of  the  words 
mentioned  not  being  fatal  under  the 
circumstances.  2.  That  the  convey- 
ance of  1805  passed  his  share  as  be- 
longing to  M.,  though  the  execution 
by  M.,  as  his  attorney,  could  have  no 
effect  for  want  of  authority.  3.  That 
Elizabeth  clearly  had  not  lost  her 
share  by  our  law,  by  becoming  a nun. 
The  plaintiff  was  therefore  held  en- 
titled to  a verdict  for  one-fifth,  and 
the  defendant  for  the  other. — Sir 
Charles  James  Stuart,  Baronet , v.  Pren- 
tiss etal.,  513. 

See  Ejectment,  2;  Estoppel,  2. 


DEFAMATION. 

See  Libel  and  Slander. 


See  Appeal,  2,  3 — Demurkeb. 


Demurrer  to  plea — Judgment  on  de- 
murrer— Application  to  withdraw,  de- 
murrer and  reply.) — An  action  for  ma- 
liciously causing  a steamboat  of 
one  T.  to  be  attached,  was  brought 
to  trial,  and  resulted  in  a verdict  for 
the  plaintiffs,  which  was  set  aside 
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and  a new  trial  granted.  Before  I 
the  second  trial  defendant  obtained 
leave  to  plead  that  his  suit  had  been 
appealed,  and  was  therefore  unde- 
termined when  this  action  com- 
menced, and  this  plea  upon  demur- 
rer was  held  good.  A year  after- 
wards, the  new  trial  not  having 
taken  place,  the  piaintiffs  applied 
to  rescind  the  order  allowing  the 
plea,  or  to  withdraw  the  demurrer 
and  reply  matter  which  had  arisen 
since  the  plea,  on  affidavit  shewing 
that  the  defendant’s  appeal  had 
since  been  dismissed,  and  that  he 
resided  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  so 
that  if  compelled  to  bring  a new  ac- 
tion the  plaintiffs  might  lose  the 
costs  incurred.  Judgment  had  not 
been  entered  on  the  demurrer.  The 
court  allowed  the  plaintiffs  to  with- 
draw the  demurrer  and  reply,  on 
payment  of  costs,  without  sanction- 
ing any  particular  replication. 
Griffith  et  al.,  Executors  of  Thompson, 
v.  Ward,  38. 

DESCRIPTION  OF  GOODS. 

In  an  assignment  the  goods  were 
described  as  “all  the  household  fur- 
niture, goods,  chattels,  and  effects, 
belonging  to  and  being  in  the  dwel- 
ling house  of  the  said  Burrowes, 
and  which  are  enumerated  and  set 
forth  in  the  second  schedule  here- 
unto annexed;  and  also  the  stock- 
in-trades,  implements  of  business, 
and  machinery  in  the  said  schedule 
enumerated  and  set  forth.  ” In  the 
margin  of  the  schedule  different  lo- 
calities were  mentioned,  and  oppo- 
site to  them  the  goods  specified,  the 
articles  in  question  being  as  fol- 
lows: stable  and  coach  house — 
three  horses,  three  sets  of  harness, 
one  straw-cutter,  one  cow,  one  cut- 
ter, two  buggies,  &c.  Lumber- 
yard—two  waggons,  one  pair  of 
bob-sleighs,  four  wheel-barrows, 
tressels  and  scaffolding,  old  lumber, 


dx.,  two  thousand  feet  of  oak  and 
hardicood  plank  and  boards,  sixty 
thousand  feet  of  prime  assorted  sizes , 
two  thousand  feet  of  flooring,  one  pair 
of  timber  wheels,  one  hand  cart,  two 
yard  dogs , cut  stone.  Held , that  the 
articles  in  italics  were  sufficiently 
described,  and  passed  as  stock-in- 
trade,  and  that  the  description  as  to 
the  others  was  insufficient.  Haio- 
orth  et  al  v.  Fletcher , 278. 

See  Sale  op  Goods,  1. 

DESCRIPTION  OF  LAND. 

Deed — G ons truction  of — Descrip tion 
of  land.  ] — The  mortgage  under 
which  the  defendants  claimed  des- 
cribed the  land  as  all  those  certain 
parcels  or  tracts  of  land  situate  in 
the  township  of  N.,  containing  by 
admeasurement  2%  acres  more  or 
less,  being  composed  of  part  of  lot 
No.  23,  in  the  5th  concession  of  the 
said  township  of  N.,  particularly 
described  in  the  deed  of  conveyance 
thereof  made  between,  &c.  This 
deed  referred  to  was  for  2\  acres, 
part  of  lot  23,  in  the  4th  concession, 
and  of  lot  23  in  the  5th  concession, 
describing  the  part  in  each  conces- 
sion separately  by  metes  and  bounds, 
that  in  the  5th  containing  less  than 
half  an  acre.  Held,  that  the  mort- 
gage could  not  be  taken  to  include 
more  than  the  land  in  the  fifth  con- 
cession. Ferric  v.  Wright  et  al,,  644. 


DEVISE. 

See  Bills  op  Exchange  and  Pro- 
missory Notes,  1.  Mortgagf,  1. 

DISTRESS. 

See  Landlord  and  Tenant,  3. 

DIVISION  COURTS. 

See  Set-opf. 

1.  Division  court  execution — Sale 
of  chattels  real — Consol.  Stats.  U.  C.t 
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ch.  19.] — A term  for  years  in  land 
cannot  be  sold  under  an  execution 
from  the  division  court,  but  only 
such  things  as  can  be  delivered  over 
to  the  purchaser,  or  such  securities 
as  the  Consol.  Stats.  U.  C. , ch. , 19, 
sec.  151,  expressly  authorizes  the 
seizure  of.  Duggan  v.  Kitson,  316. 

2.  Prohibition .] — Held,  that  under 
the  facts  stated  in  this  case  no  ground 
was  shewn  for  a prohibition  to  the 
division  court:  that  the  suit  was 
clearly  within  their  jurisdiction; 
and  that  the  defence  of  coverture 
should  have  been  set  up  in  the  court 
below.  Read  v.  Wedge,  456. 

See  Set-off. 


DOWER. 

1.  Evidence  of  seisin — Estoppel.]  — 
In  an  action  of  dower  by  the 
widow  of  M.,  it  appeared  that  a pat- 
ent for  the  land  issued  to  one  K., 
and  a witness  was  called,  who  proved 
that  he  was  one  of  the  subscribing 
witnesses  to  K.’s  will,  but  the  will 
was  not  produced,  and  no  evidence 
of  its  contents  given.  It  was  proved, 
however,  that  B.,  the  person  from 
whom  defendants  purchased,  de- 
rived title  through  P.,  who  had  held 
a bond  for  a deed  from  the  patentee, 
and  that  P.  before  he  sold  to  B took 
a quit  claim  from  M.  of  all  his  in- 
terest in  the  land,  executed  by  M. 
only,  in  which  it  was  stated  that  the 
land  “was  devised  by  will  to  the 
said  M.  by  K. , the  original  grantee 
of  the  Crown.'’  Held,  that  no  es- 
toppel arose  upon  this  deed,  and 
that  there  was  no  proof  of  seisin  in 
M.  Minaker  v.  Haivkins.  Minalcer 
v.  Ashe,  20. 

2.  Conveyance  and  mortgage  back  on 
same  day  for  purchase  money — Im- 
provements since  husband's  death — 
Mode  of  estimating  damages  and  yearly 


allowance .] — A.  conveyed  land  to 
B.  in  1833,  and  on  the  same  day 
took  back  a mortgage  for  the  whole 
purchase  money.  B.  paid  nothing 
either  for  principal  or  interest,  and 
in  1840  re-conveyed  absolutely  to 
A. , the  land  being  then  vacant.  His 
wife  did  not  join  in  either  the  mort- 
gage or  re-conveyance,  and  eighteen 
years  after  his  death  brought  an  ac- 
tion for  her  dower  against  the  ten- 
ant, who  had  purchased  from  A. 
soon  after  he  received  the  re- con- 
veyance, and  had  erected  valuable 
buildings.  It  was  agreed  that  if 
entitled  to  dower  she  should  be  paid 
a yearly  compensation  in  money,  to 
be  determined  according  to  the  de- 
cision of  the  court.  Held,  following 
Potts  v.  Meyers,  14  U.  C.  R.  499, 
that  the  widow  was  entitled  to 
dower.  Held,  also,  that  the  damages, 
to  which  she  was  entitled  only  from 
the  time  of  demand  made,  should 
be  calculated  upon  the  average  value 
of  the  land  during  that  period, 
irrespective  of  improvements  made 
by  the  tenant ; and  that  the  allow, 
ance  to  be  paid  to  her  should  be 
estimated  upon  a computation  of 
one-third  of  the  occupation  value  of 
the  ground  only,  without  the  build- 
ings. Norton  v.  Smith,  213. 

[This  case  has  since  been  affirm- 
ed on  appeal.  See  7 U.  C.  L.  J.  263.  ] 

EJECTMENT. 

1.  Bond , construction  of — Unsatis- 
fied mortgage.'] — M.,  being  the  owner 
of  the  land  in  question,  executed  a 
bond  to  defendant,  reciting  that  de- 
fendant was  to  reside  with  him  and 
work  the  farm  in  common  for  their 
mutual  advantage ; that  it  had  been 
agreed  that  after  M.  ’s  death  it  should 
become  defendant’s,  and  to  secure 
this  M.  had  that  day  made  his 
will  leaving  it  to  him ; and  the  con. 
dition  was,  that  if  defendant  should 
use  all  diligence  and  economy  in 
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working  and  improving  the  farm, 
and  observe  all  esteem  and  regard 
to  M.  during  his  life,  M.  sheuld  not 
execute  any  other  will,  nor  dispose 
of  nor  encumber  the  land.  After- 
wards they  disagreed,  and  M.  con- 
veyed the  land  to  the  plaintiff,  who 
brought  ejectment,  after  having  de- 
manded possession.  Held,  that  he 
was  entitled  to  recover,  as  the  bond 
gave  defendant  no  legal  right  to 
possession.  Held , also  that  an  un- 
satisfied mortgage  executed  by  M. 
before  the  bond,  and  put  in  by  de- 
fendant, was  clearly  no  bar  to  the 
plaintiff’s  recovery.  McDonald  v. 
Murpliy,  355. 

2.  Notice  under  Consol.  Stats.  U. 
C.  eh.  27,  sec.  17 — Estoppel.  ] — In  an 
action  of  ejectment  the  plaintiff 
proved  a paper  title,  but  the  grant 
from  the  Crown  did  not  issue  until 
1826,  and  the  deed  from  the  grantee 
was  executed  in  1824.  This  deed 
was  lost,  and  the  memorial  of  it  pro- 
duced as  secondary  evidence  shew- 
ing it  to  have  been  an  ordinary  con- 
veyance in  fee,  but  did  not  shew 
what  covenants  it  contained.  The 
plaintiff  gave  a notice  under  Consol. 
Stats.  U.  C.,  ch.  27,  sec.  17,  and 
defendants  shewed  no  title.  Held, 
that  the  deed  by  the  patentee  should 
be  presumed  to  have  been  one  which 
would  operate  by  estoppel,  and  that 
that  the  statute  applied.  Armstrong 
v.  Little  and  Houston,  425. 

3.  Several  plaintiffs Proof  of 

title.] — In  ejectment  where  there 
are  several  plaintiffs  claiming  each 
an  undivided  interest,  it  is  not 
necessary  that  they  should  prove  a 
joint  title,  or  any  privity  between 
them,  bit  they  may  maintain  a 
joint  action  upon  separate  titles. 
Bradley  and  Roive  v.  Terry,  563. 

See  Agr-  ement,  1. — Forfeited 

Estates.— Landlord  and  Ten- 
ant, 1,  4.' 


EQUITABLE  PLEADINGS. 

1.  Bond  for  purchase  money  of  land 
— Equitable  plea , want  of  title — Total 
failure  of  consideration  not  shewn.]  — 
To  an  action  of  debt  on  bond  for 
the  payment  of  £350  and  interest, 
by  instalments,  defendant  pleaded, 
as  an  equitable  defence,  that  the 
bond  was  given  for  the  purchase 
money  of  a lease,  which  the  plain- 
tiff then  held  of  a certain  lot,  and 
on  condition  that  she  should  also 
procure  from  the  rector  of  S.  a 
lease  of  a certain  other  lot  and  as- 
sign it  to  defendant  ; and  that  the 
plaintiff  had  no  term  or  interest  in 
either  lot.  Held,  that  the  plea  wras 
bad  for  not  averring  that  defendant 
had  not  gone  into  possession  under 
his  purchase,  and  therefore  not 
shewing  a total  failure  of  considera- 
tion. The  plaintiff,  however,  did 
not  demur,  but  took  issue,  and  upon 
the  evidence  obtained  a verdict, 
which  the  court  refused  to  disturb. 
Carlisle  v.  Hoshel,  199. 

2.  Action  for  land  sold — Plea,  pay- 
ment— Equitable  replication.]  — To  a 
declaration  on  the  common  count 
for  land  sold,  defendant  pleaded 
payment,  and  the  plaintiff  replied 
on  equitable  grounds,  as  to  £316, 
part  of  the  money  claimed,  that  the 
cause  of  action  was  for  land  con- 
veyed by  the  plaintiff  to  defendant 
by  a certain  indenture,  in  considera- 
tion of  £930,  the  receipt  whereof 
was  then  acknowledged;  that  not- 
withstanding said  acknowledgment 
the  defendant  had  not  paid  the  sum 
of  £316,  but  the  same  remained 
due,  and  defendant  since  the  date 
of  this  indenture  had  always  been 
in  possession  of  the  land.  Held,  on 
demurrer,  a bad  replication,  as  shew- 
ing the  plaintiff’s  right  to  be  an  equit- 
able one  only.  Shaw  v.  Ross  262. 

See  Covenant,  2.  —Mortgage,  2,  3. 

Principal  and  Surety,  1. 
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EQUITY  OF  REDEMPTION. 

Sale  of  under  execution .] — See 
Mortgage,  2. — Shipping. 

ESCAPE. 

Action  for  Escape — Limitation— 
Wleading.j  —To  a declaration  against 
a slier  iff  for  an  escape  from  arrest 
under  a capias,  defendant  pleaded, 
1.  That  the  action  did  not  accrue 
within  two  years.  2.  That  the  plain- 
tiff did  not  declare  in  the  cause  in 
which  the  arrest  was  made  within 
one  year,  and  did  not  prosecute  said 
suit.  Held,  on  demurrer,  both  pleas 
bad.  Wilson  v.  Munro,  Sheriff,  18. 

ESTOPPEL. 

1.  Interpleader .] — Where  in  an 

interpleader  issue  (the  execution 
creditor  being  defendant)  it  appear- 
ed that  the  plaintiff  had  taken  a bill 
of  sale  of  the  goods  in  question  from 
the  execution  debtor  while  the  fi.  fa. 
was  in  the  sheriff’s  hands : Held, 

that  he  was  not  thereby  estopped 
from  denying  the  debtor’s  title,  this 
action  not  being  upon  the  deed,  and 
between  other  parties.  Macaulay  v. 
Marshall,  273. 

2.  Deed  — Receipt  for  purchase 
money — Effect  of — Pleading .]  — To  an 
action  on  the  common  count  for  land 
sold  and  conve3red,  defendant  plead- 
ed never  indebted  and  payment,  and 
at  the  trial  he  produced  the  convey- 
ance to  him,  in  which  the  receipt  of 
the  purchase  money  was  acknow- 
ledged. Held,  conclusive  evidence 
under  the  plea  of  payment,  and  that 
it  was  unnecessary  to  plead  the  es- 
toppel specially.  Ketchum  v.  Smith 
et  ail. , 313. 

See  Common  Schools,  2. — Dower, 
1.  — Ejectment,  2.  — Equitable 
Pleadings,  2. — Interest. — Land- 
lord and  Tenant,  1. — Principal 
and  Surety,  1. 


EVIDENCE. 

Heathen  ivitness — Admissibility .]  — 
On  a trial  for  murder  an  Indian 
witness  was  offered,  and  on  his  ex- 
amination by  the  judge  it  appeared 
that  he  was  not  a Christian,  and  had 
no  knowledge  of  any  ceremony  in 
use  among  his  tribe  binding  a per- 
son to  speak  the  truth.  It  appeared, 
however,  that  he  had  a full  sense  of 
the  obligation  to  do  so,  and  that  he 
and  his  tribe  believed  in  a future 
state,  and  in  a Supreme  Being  who 
created  all  things,  and  in  a future 
state  of  rewards  or  punishment  ac- 
cording to  their  conduct  in  this  life. 
He  was  then  sworn  in  the  ordinary 
way.  Held,  that  his  evidence  was 
admissible.  Regina  v.  Pah- Blah  - 
Gay,  195. 

See  Agreement,  1.  — Attorney.  — 
Bills  of  Exchange  and  Promissory 
Notes,  1,  3. — Commission  to  ex- 
amine witnesses. — Customs,  2. — 

E JECTMENT. -E  STOPPEL. F ALS  E 

Imprisonment,  2,  3.  — Guarantee. 
— Landlord  and  Tenant,  1,  3. — 
Municipal  Corporations,  2.  — 
Offices  (sale  of). — Principal  And 
Surety,  1,  2. 


EXCHANGE  ON  NEW 
YORK. 

Note  payable  with  exchange  on  New 
York , not  a note.]  — See  Bills  of  Ex- 
change and  Promissory  Notes,  6. 

EXECUTION. 

See  Division  Court,  1. — Mortgage, 
1. — Sale  of  Goods,  1. — Shipping. 

EXECUTORS. 

See  Administrators — Bills  of  Ex- 
change and  Promissory  Notes,  3. 
— Lien. — Mortgage,  1. 

EXTORTION. 

See  Criminal  Law,  3. 
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EXTRADITION. 

Murder  committed  by  a slave  to 
prevent  capture — Ashburton  treaty — 
Consol.  Stats.  C.,  chi  89.]— A.  being  a 
slave  in  the  state  of  Missouri, 
belonging  to  one  M. , had  left  his 
owner’s  house  with  the  intention  of 
escaping.  Being  about  thirty  miles 
from  his  home  he  met  with  D.,  a 
planter,  working  in  the  field  with 
his  negroes,  who  told  A.  that  as  he 
had  not  a pass  he  could  not  allow 
him  to  proceed,  but  that  he  must 
remain  until  after  dinner,  when 
he,  D.,  would  go  with  him  to  the 
adjoining  plantation,  where  A.  had 
told  him  that  he  was  going.  As 
they  were  walking  towards  D.’s 
house,  A.  ran  off,  and  D.  ordered  his 
slaves,  four  in  number,  to  take  him. 
Daring  the  pursuit,  D.,  who  had 
only  a small  stick  iu  his  hand,  met 
A.  and  was  about  to  take  hold  of 
him,  when  A.  stabbed  him  with  a 
knife,  and  as  D.  turned  and  fell  he 
stabbed  him  again.  D.  soon  after- 
wards died  of  his  wounds.  By  the 
law  of  Missouri  any  person  ma3r 
apprehend  a negro  suspected  of 
being  a runaway  slave,  and  take 
him  before  a justice  of  the  peace; 
any  slave  found  more  than  twenty 
miles  from  his  home  is  declared  a 
runaway,  and  a reward  is  given  to 
whoever  shall  apprehend  and  return 
him  to  his  master.  A.  having  made 
his  escape  to  this  province  was  ar- 
rested here  upon  a charge  of  mur- 
der, and  the  justice  before  whom  he 
was  brought  having  committed  him 
he  was  brought  up  in  this  court 
on  a habeas  corpus,  and  the  evidence 
returned  under  a certiorari.  It  was 
contended  that  as  A.  acted  only  in 
defence  of  his  liberty,  there  was  no 
evidence  upon  which  to  found  a 
charge  of  murder  if  the  alleged  of- 
fence had  been  committed  here,  and 
that  he  could  not  be  demanded  by 
the  treaty.  Held,  that  under  the 


Ashburton  treaty,  aLd  our  statute 
for  giving  effect  to  it,  Consol.  Stat. 
C.,  ch.  89,  the  prisoner  was  liable 
to  be  surrendered.  McLean,  ,T., 
dissenting,  and  holding  that  the 
information,  warrant  of  commit- 
ment, and  evidence  (to  which  no 
objection  was  taken  on  argument) 
were  insufficient : that  if  the  charge 
had  been  clearly  made  out  the  case 
was  not  within  the  treaty ; and  that 
the  prisoner  therefore  was  entitled 
to  his  discharge.  In  the  matter  of 
John  Anderson,  committed  under  the 
extradition  treaty  with  the  United 
States,  124. 


FALSE  IMPRISONMENT. 

1.  Justification  by  peace  officer, 
under  charge  of  felony — Pleading.]  — 
To  a declaration  for  imprisoning 
the  plaintiff,  defendant  pleaded,  that 
at  the  time  of  making  the  arrest 
he  was  a peace  officer  for  the 
county,  and  as  such  was  informed 
that  the  plaintiff  had  committed  a 
felony,  and  was  then  a fugitive  from 
justice  on  account  thereof ; that, 
as  he  lawfully  might,  he  arrested 
the  plaintiff,  and  immediately  caus- 
ed him  to  be  brought  before  the 
nearest  justice  of  the  peace  to  an- 
swer the  said  felony,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  was  detained  in  the  police 
station  by  said  magistrate,  which 
is  the  trespass  complai  ned  of.  Held, 
on  demurrer,  plea  good.  Rogers  v. 
Van  Valkenburgh,  218. 

2.  Defendant  not  properly  appoint- 
ed constable — Failure  to  prove  justi- 
fication— Plaintiff  guilty  of  fraud, 
and  defendant' s conduct  bona  fide — 
Verdict  for  defendant  — New  trial 
refused .] — See  the  pleadings,  ante, 
page  218.  At  the  trial  it  appeared 
that  the  plaintiff  had  committed  a 
gross  fraud  in  the  city  of  Detroit, 
in  the  United  States:  that  the  de- 
fendant having  received  a telegram 
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from  a public  officer  there,  arrested 
him  in  this  province,  and  took  him 
to  the  police  station  in  London ; and 
that  after  three  days’  detention  he 
was  discharged,  on  the  ground  that 
the  offence  was  not  within  the  Ash- 
burton Treaty.  The  defendant  had 
been  chief  of  police  in  London,  and 
afterwards  appointed,  from  year  to 
year,  constable  for  the  county.  He 
had  acted  for  the  present  year,  and 
there  was  some  evidence  of  his 
having  been  sworn  iu,  but  his  name 
was  not  upon  the  list  of  the  clerk 
of  the  peace  of  those  appointed  for 
that  year.  The  jury  were  lold  that 
defendant  having  no  warrant,  and 
not  being  a peace  officer  at  the  time, 
the  arrest  was  not  strictly  legal,  and 
the  plaintiff  therefore  entitled  to 
recover.  They  found,  however,  for 
defendant,  and  the  court  refused  to 
disturb  the  verdict.  Bogers  v.  Van- 
Valkenburgh,  220. 

8.  False  imprisonment  — Evidence 
of  arrest — Liability  of  magistrate .] — - 
In  an  action  for  false  imprisonment, 
it  appeared  that  the  defendant,  as  a 
justice,  issued  a warrant  against 
the  plaintiff,  upon  a complaint  for 
detaining  the  clothes  of  one  K. : 
that  the  plaintiff,  on  be'ng  told  by 
the  constable  that  he  bad  the  war- 
rant, went  alone  to  defendant,  heard 
the  evidence,  was  allowed  to  go 
away  without  giving  bail,  and  re- 
turned the  next  day,  when  he  was 
discharged.  Held,  that  no  impris- 
onment was  proved, and  that  defend- 
ant having  jurisdiction  over  the 
subject  matter  of  the  co  r> plaint,  was 
not  liable  in  trespass,  even  if  the 
information  were  sufficient  in  point 
of  form.  Thorpe  v.  Oliver,  264. 


FOREIGN  LAW. 

See  Bills  of  Exchange  and  Pro- 
missory Notes,  2. — Extradition. — 
Insurance,  2. 


FORFEITED  ESTATES. 

Ejectment  — Forfeited  estates  — 54 
Geo.  III.,  ch.  9;  59  Geo.  III.,  cli. 
12 — Construction  of — Bight,  of  alien 
to  devise .] — The  54  Geo.  III.,  ch.  9, 
enacts  that  all  persons  seised  of 
land  in  this  province,  who  had 
withdrawn  into  the  United  States 
since  the  1st  of  July,  1812,  without 
license,  or  shall  do  during  the 
war,  shall  be  considered  aliens  born, 
and  incapable  of  holding  land  with- 
in the  province.  The  Governor, 
&c. , is  to  authorize  persons  in  the 
several  districts  of  the  province  to 
enquire  and  return  by  inquisition 
to  the  court  of  King’s  Bench  the 
names  of  such  persons  seised  of  land 
in  the  respective  districts,  and  after 
such  finding  it  is  enacted  that  the. 
lands  found  to  have  been  theirs  shall 
vest  in  His  Majesty:  provided, 
that  nothing  therein  shall  prevent 
persons  interested  from  traversing 
the  inquisition  within  one  year 
after  the  finding,  or  after  peace 
should  be  established.  By  59  Geo. 
III.,  ch.  12,  estates  thus  found  are 
vested  in  Commissioners:  provision 
is  made  for  publishing  the  lands 
returned,  and  for  settlement  of  all 
claims  thereto:  the  Commissioners 
are  directed  to  sell  them ; and  it  is 
enacted  that  all  land  on  which  no 
claim  shall  be  made  pursuant  to  the 
act,  shall  be  taken  against  all  per- 
sons, and  to  all  intents  and  pur- 
poses to  be  vested  in  the  Commis- 
sioners. The  plaintiff  claimed  the 
land  in  question  as  devisee  of  one 
W.,  his  father,  who  received  a pa- 
tent for  it  in  1798,  and  died  in  1828, 
in  the  United  States,  having  left 
Niagara,  where  he  had  been  living, 
in  1813.  The  defendant  claimed 
through  a conveyance  from  the 
Commissioners,  and  put  in  a com- 
mission issued  in  1815,  under  the 
54  Geo.  III.,  ch.  9,  appointing  cer- 
tain persons  named  as  Commission- 
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ers  for  the  Niagara  District, and  giving 
them  power  to  enquire  whether  said 
W.  had  gone  over  to  the  enemy  dur- 
ing the  war,  and  if  so  then  what 
lands  he  was  seised  of.  He  proved 
also  an  inquisition  in  pursuance  of 
this  commission,  finding  that  W.  had 
gone  over,  and  was  seized  of  certain 
land  specified  in  the  town  of  Niagara, 
and  of  the  land  in  question,  which 
was  in  the  Home  District.  The  Com- 
missioners conveyed  in  1821  to  one 
C.,  and  the  defendant  claiming  under 
him  went  into  possession  in  1822, 
the  land  being  then  in  a state  of  na- 
ture, and  had  held  ever  since.  The 
plaintiff  had  not  been  in  this  pro- 
vince for  twenty  years  before  the  ac- 
tion. Held,  1.  That  by  the  59  Geo. 
III.,  ch.  12,  the  plaintiff  was  clearly 
precluded  from  contesting  the  Com- 
missioners’ title,  and  that  he  there- 
fore could  not  recover.  2.  That  the 
act  of  W.  being  an  alien  was  well 
found,  and  extended  in  its  effect  to 
all  vacant  land  of  which  he  was 
seized,  though  not  within  the  district 
to  which  the  commission  issued. 

Whether  as  an  alien  the  devise 
made  by  him  was  void,  was  discussed 
but  not  decided ; but,  held,  that  as 
the  statute  declared  him  to  be  an 
alien,  and  incapable  of  holding  lands 
within  the  province,  he  was  by  it  dis- 
abled from  devising.  Wallace  v. 
Hewitt,  87. 

[See  24  Vic.,  ch.  44,  since  passed.] 


FORGERY. 

See  Criminal  Law,  2. 


FRAUD. 

See  Costs. — Customs,  2. — False  Im- 
prisonment, 2. — Mortgage,  3.— 
Railways  and  R.  W.  Cos.,  1. 


FRAUDS  (STATUTE  OF) 

See  Guarantee. 


GAS  COMPANIES. 

Obligation  to  supply  gas — Mandamus 
— Consol.  Stats.  C. , ch.,  65,  sec.  65.] 
— A gas  company,  incorporated  under 
the  Consol,  Stats.  C.,  ch.  65,  having 
made  a charge  for  a special  illumina- 
tion, which  was  disputed  as  exces- 
sive, refused  to  supply  gas  to  the 
same  premises  for  ordinary  purposes 
until  their  claim  had  been  paid. 
Held,  that  they  were  not  justified  in 
taking  this  course,  but  that  a man- 
damus would  not  lie,  as  the  statute 
imposed  no  duty;  and  that  the  only 
remedy  was  by  action.  In  the  mat- 
ter of  the  Commercial  Bank  of  Canada , 
and  the  London  Gas  Company , 233. 


GUARANTEE. 

Variance — Admissibility  of  parol  evi- 
dence— Statute  of  f rauds. ] — The  plain- 
tiff sued  on  a guarantee,  alleging,  by 
pay  of  inducement,  that  it  was  pro- 
posed to  him  by  the  defendant  N., 
that  if  he  would  allow  a certain  as- 
signment made  to  him  of  a leasehold 
property  to  be  put  on  record,  he  N. 
would  give  him  security  on  other  real 
property  for  the  payment  of  certain 
moneys,  to  which  the  plaintiff 
agreed;  and  the  plaintiff  averred  that 
in  consideration  that  he  would  allow 
the  said  assignment  to  be  put  on  re- 
cord, the  defendants  promised  tha^ 
the  arrangements  made  with  N.  for 
the  payment  of  the  said  balance 
should  be  duly  carried  out,  otherwise 
the  defendants  would  pay  the  plain- 
tiff £135.  that  being  the  sum  to  be 
secured.  The  breach  was,  that  the 
defendants  would  not  carry  out  the 
said  arrangement,  nor  secure  to  the 
plaintiff  the  $135.  The  defendant  N. 
pleaded  non-assumpsit.  The  guar- 
antee, when  produced,  shewed  that 
the  defendants  had  not  agreed  abso- 
lutely to  secure  the  plaintiff,  as  al- 
ii. C.  Q.  B.  20. 
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leged,  but  to  pay  the  £135  if  N.  did 
not  do  bo.  Held,}  that  verbal  evi- 
dence of  an  agreement  to  the  effect 
declared  upon  was  inadmissible,  and 
that  it  would  at  all  events  have  been 
useless,  for  an  agreement,  either  by 
the  defendant  I.,  to  become  responsi- 
ble for  N’s  default,  or  by  both  to  give 
security  on  real  property,  must  be  in 
writing.  Irvine  v.  Nicholson  et  al., 
464. 

See  Bills  of  Exchange  and  Pro- 
missory Notes,  6. — Mortgage,  1. 


HARBOUR  COMPANIES. 

Injury  to  land. — Liability .] — The 
plaintiff  owned  land  upon  a creek 
running  into  lake  Erie,  at  the  mouth 
of  which  defendants,  incorporated  by 
12  Vic.,  ch.  60,  constructed  their  har- 
bour. A straight  cut  had  been  pre- 
viously made  by  another  company, 
of  which  the  plaintiff  had  been  secre- 
tary, from  the  creek,  at  or  below  his 
land,  to  the  lake.  While  defendants 
were  making  their  harbour  the  plain- 
tiff requested  them  to  deepen  this 
cut,  which  they  did,  and  at  his  re- 
quest placed  on  his  land  the  earth 
which  they  had  dredged  up.  Before 
the  defendants  began  their  work,  the 
plaintiff  had  piled  along  the  front  of 
his  lot  on  the  stream,  but  they  did 
not  pile  along  the  land  lower  down, 
and  the  water  being  driven  up  from 
the  lake  by  high  winds,  spread  over 
this  land  and  ran  from  thence  on  to 
the  plaintiff’s  land,  getting  behind 
the  piles  which  he  had  placed.  Held, 
that  the  defendants  were  not  liable 
for  the  injury  thus  caused.  Burwell 
v.  The  President,  Directors,  and  Com- 
pany of  Port  Bunvell  Harbour,  341. 


ILLEGALITY. 

See  Bills  of  Exchange  and  Promis- 
sory Notes,  4. — Customs,  2. 


IMPRISONMENT. 

See  False  Imprisonment; 

INNKEEPER. 

See  Lien. 


INSURANCE. 

1.  Agreement  to  keep  water  on  the 
premises — Effect  of  non-performance ] — 
Where  by  a policy  of  insurance  the  in- 
sured agreed  to  keep  twelve  pails  full 
of  water  on  each  flat  of  the  building 
during  the  continuance  of  the  policy, 
and  he  neglected  to  do  so,  but  it  ap- 
peared that  the  loss  was  not  in  any 
way  affected  by  his  default;  Held, 
that  nevertheless  he  could  not  re- 
cover. Gari'et,  Executor  of  Taylor  v. 
The  Provincial  Insurance  Company,  200. 

2.  Marine  insurance — Abandonment 
— Construction  of  policy — Inconsistent 
provisions .]  — Defendants  insured  a 
vesselfor  $5,000  by  a policy  which 
provided,  among  other  things,  that  no 
acts  of  the  insurers  or  insured  in  case 
of  disaster  with  a view  to  saving  the 
property  should  be  considered  as  a 
waiver  or  acceptance  of  abandon- 
ment, but  should  be  without  preju- 
dice to  the  rights  of  either  party  : 
that  the  insured  should  not  have  a 
right  to  abandon  in  any  case,  unless 
the  amount  which  the  insured  would 
be  liable  to  pay  under  an  adjustment 
as  of  a partial  loss,  exclusive  of 
general  average,  should  exceed  half 
the  amount  insured.  A memor- 
andum was  written  on  the  face  of  the 
policy,  and  set  out  in  the  plaintiff’s 
declaration,  as  follows:  “N.  B. — It 
is  hereby  understood  that  the  above 
named  vessel  is  insured  against  total 
loss  only,  and  no  claim  for  general 
average  loss  or  particular  average 
loss  to  attach  under  the  policy.” 
The  vessel  struck  upon  a reef  in  the 
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St.  Lawrence,  on]the  30th  of  July,  in 
calm  water  and  where  no  wind 
could  affect  her.  On  the  6th  of 
August  the  plaintiff  gave  notice  of 
abandonment,  but  defendants  re- 
fused to  accept  it,  and  ten  days 
after  they  got  her  off  and  repaired 
her,  at  an  expense  in  all  of  about 
$3000,  the  declared  value  of  the 
vessel  being  $15,000. 

Held,  1.  That  the  written  memo- 
randum providing  against  a recov- 
ery except  for  total  loss  must  prevail, 
although  several  printed  conditions 
inconsistent  with  such  an  agreement 
were  left  in  the  policy.  2.  That  the 
negative  provision,  that  the  insured 
should  have  not  a right  to  abandon 
unless,  &c.,  (as  above,)  would  not 
enable  him  to  do  so  as  of  course  in 
the  event  specified,  if  not  otherwise 
entitled.  3.  That  the  evidence  shew- 
ed no  total  loss,  actual  or  construc- 
tive, and  that  the  plaintiff  therefore 
had  no  right  to  abandon.  The  test 
by  which  this  right  must  be  deter- 
mined is  whether  a prudent  man 
would  think  it  worth  his  while  to 
attempt  to  save  and  repair  the  vessel. 
The  policy  having  been  prepared  in 
the  United  States,  where  defendants 
were  incorporated,  and  transmitted 
to  their  agent  here,  with  whom  the 
plaintiff  insured — that  the  law  of 
this  country,  and  not  of  the  foreign 
country,  should  govern,  the  contract 
being  in  fact  made  here.  Meagher 
v.  The  JEtna  Insurance  Co.,  607. 

See  Agreement,  2. 


INTEREST. 

Recovery  of  principal  and  six  per 
cent. — Subsequent  action  on  agreement 
to  pay  a higher  rate.] — Plaintiff  sued 
defendant  as  maker  and  A.  as  en- 
dorser of  two  notes,  adding  a count 
for  interest,  and  at  the  trial  to  sup- 
port this  count  he  offered  in  evi- 
dence a written  undertaking  signed 


by  defendant,  and  a similar  one  by 
A. , to  allow  him  interest  at  the  rate 
of  thirty  per  cent.,  until  payment, 
in  consideration  of  the  plaintiff 
allowing  three  months’  time.  The 
learned  judged  ruled  that  the  action 
being  joint,  evidence  of  a separate 
liability  against  either  defendant 
could  not  be  received,  and  the  plain- 
tiff then  took  a verdict  against  both 
defendants  for  the  amount  of  the 
notes  and  interest  at  six  per  cent. 
After  judgment  had  been  entered 
upon  this  and  satisfied,  he  sued  de- 
fendant on  his  undertaking,  to  re- 
cover 24  per  cent.,  the  balance  of 
interest  agreed  to  be  paid  by  it. 
Held,  that  the  judgment  recovered 
was  a bar  to  any  further  claim  for 
interest  upon  the  same  notes.  Mc- 
Kay v.  Fee,  268. 

See  Arbitration  and  Award,  2. — 
Mandamus,  3. 


INTERPLEADER. 

Costs.] — Two  interpleader  actions 
having  been  twice  tried,  resulted  in 
favour  of  the  plaintiff,  the  claimant 
of  the  goods  in  question,  and  on  ap- 
plication to  the  judge  who  granted 
the  orders  to  dispose  of  the  costs, 
the  matter  was  referred  to  full  court. 
Held,  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled 
as  of  right  to  the  costs  of  the  actions ; 
and  that  the  costs  incurred  before 
the  issues,  in  procuring  the  order, 
&c.,  should  also  be  paid  by  defend- 
ant ; but  the  question  raised  as  to 
the  discretion  of  the  court  in.  such 
cases  being  a new  one,  each  party 
was  ordered  to  pay  his  own  costs  of 
the  application.  Bellhouse  v.  Qunn, 
555. 

See  Estoppel. — Sale  of  Goods,  1. 


JOINT  STOCK  COMPANIES 

See  Gas  Companies. — Harbour  Com- 
panies.— Railways  and  R.  W.  Cos., 

4. 
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JUDGE. 

Interest  and  relationship  to  parties. 
— Refusal  of  judge  to  act. — Application 
for  mandamus .]  — See  Mandamus,  3. 


JUDGMENT. 

Appeal  from  County  Court — Applica- 
tion to  amend  judgment.'] — See  Ap- 
peal, 2. 

See  Interest. 


JURISDICTION. 

Of  Quarter  Sessions.] — et  Criminal 
Law,  4. — Quarter  Sessions. 

Of  Division  Court.] — See  Division 
Court,  2. 

See  Municipal  Corporations,  1. 


JURY. 

See  New  Trial,  2,  4. 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

Expiration  of  term — Agreement  for 
new  lease — Positiori  of  tenant  before 
lease  executed — offer  to  leave — Eject- 
ment — Denial  of  plaintiff's  title  — 
Notice  to  quit — Estoppel]  — Defendant 
had  been  tenant  to  the  plaintiff  at  a 
yearly  rent,  payable  quarterly,  for 
a term  which  expired  on  the  1st  of 
June,  1859.  About  that  time  a new 
lease  was  agreed  upon  between 
them  at  an  advanced  rent,  but  none 
was  executed  owing  to  objections 
raised  by  defendant  to  the  draft. 
Defendant  paid  a year’s  rent,  and 
another  quarter  having  fallen  due 
the  plaintiffs  distrained,  but  they 
afterwards  abandoned  that  proceed- 
ipg,  and  on  the  17th  of  September, 
1860,  the  plaintiffs’  attorney  served 
a written  demand  of  possession  on 
defendant,  who  told  him  that  was 
just  what  he  wished,  and  that  the 
plaintiffs  might  have  the  place.  He 
refused,  however,  to  go  at  once  with 


the  attorney  and  give  it  up,  saying 
that  he  wished  first  to  remove  some 
things.  Nothing  more  was  done, 
and  the  plaintiffs  three  weeks  after 
having  brought  ejectment,  defend- 
ant besides  denying  their  title 
claimed  to  hold  as  their  tenant. 
Held,  that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled 
to  recover,  for  1,  the  defendant  hav. 
ing  denied  their  title  could  not  in- 
sist upon  notice  to  quit  ; and,  2,  he 
was  estopped  by  his  offer  to  leave 
the  place  Sernble,  that  defendant, 
though  he  had  not  accepted  the 
lease  tendered,  was,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances, the  plaintiffs’  tenant. 
Burns,  J.,  dissenting,  on  the  ground 
that  defendant  being  in  as  a yearly 
tenant,  what  took  place  on  the  17th 
of  September  did  not  alter  his  posi- 
tion, and  that  his  notice  was  only  a 
denial  of  the  plaintiffs’  right  to 
possession,  not  of  their  title.  Cart- 
wright et  al.  v.  McPherson , 251. 

2.  Lease  — Covenant  to  reneio  — 
Breach — Measure  of  damages.] — De- 
fendants leased  certain  lands  to  one 
W.  for  eight  years,  on  which  the 
lessee  covenanted  to  erect  a good 
house  during  the  first  year,  and  the 
plaintiffs  covenanted  to  grant  a re- 
newal lease  for  ten  years  at  the  ex- 
piration of  the  term,  at  a rent  to  be 
fixed  by  arbitration.  The  defend- 
ants were  unable  to  renew,  owing 
to  a decree  of  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery, declaring  that  thej'  had  no 
power  to  grant  the  lease.  The 
buildings,  which  were  of  wood, 
were  removed,  and  sold  under  exe- 
cution against  the  plaintiff,  who 
had  purchased  the  term  two  years 
before  it  expired  for  $3000.  In  an 
action  against  defendants  on  their 
covenant  to  renew : Held,  that  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  the 
value  of  the  occupation  of  the  pre- 
mises, with  the  buildings,  above 
the  probable  ground  rent,  for  the 
term  which  he  had  lost,  and  that 
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$2500,  the  amount  of  the  verdict, 
found,  was  not  excessive.  McLean, 
J.  dissenting,  and  holding  that  he 
could  recover  only  nominal  dam- 
ages, on  the  grounds,  1.  That  for 
the  renewal  term  he  wTould  be  liable 
to  pay  rent  upon  the  buildings  as 
well  as  the  land,  and  2.  That  in 
the  absence  of  fraud  he  could  not 
recover  for  the  loss  of  his  bargain. 
Van  Brocklin  v.  The  Corporation  of 
the  town  of  Brantford,  347. 

3.  Acceptance  by  telegraph — Sub- 
sequent entry — Commencement  of  rent.] 
— A.  living  at  Collingwood  wrote  to 
B.  at  Toronto,  on  the  5th  of  Jully 
1859,  to  the  effect  that  he  would 
give  £40  a year  for  his  house  and 
pay  taxes,  adding,  if  you  agree  tele- 
graph at  once  to  that  effect  and  I 
will  take  it.  On  the  6th  B.  tele- 
graphed : “You  may  have  the  store 
for  one  year  on  terms  of  your  let- 
ter.” A.  obtained  the  key  from 
the  former  tenant  on  the  11th,  and 
first  entered  on  that  day.  Held, 
that  there  was  a perfect  demise  : 
that  the  rent  commenced  from  the 
acceptance  by  B.  of  A.’s  offer,  not 
from  the  time  when  A.  entered  ; 
and  that  B.  was  therefore  entitled 
to  distrain  for  a year’s  rent  on  the 
7th  of  July,  1860.  Prosser  v.  Hen- 
derson, 438. 

4.  Lease  — Construction.']  — The 
plaintiff  on  the  1st  of  April,  1858, 
leased  certain  land  to  defendant  for 
five  years  at  £100  a year,  payable 
half-yearly,  on  the  1st  of  April  and 
October  in  advance,  and  the  lease 
contained  the  following  provision  ; 
“ It  is  mutually  agreed  on  between 
the  said  parties,  that  is,  if  S.  E. 
(the  lessor)  requires  the  premises 
before  the  term  expires,  he  is  to  pay 
£50  to  W.  R.  (the  lessee)  for  pos- 
session ; otherwise  should  W.  R. 
require  to  leave  before  the  term, 
he  has  to  pay  S.  E.  £50.”  On  the 


6th  of  September,  1860,  the  plain- 
tiff notified  defendant  that  he  would 
require  the  premises  on  the  10th  of 
October  following,  and  on  that  day 
he  tendered  the  £50,  which  defend- 
ant refused.  Held,  that  he  was  en- 
titled to  maintain  ejectment. 

It  was  not  proved  at  the  trial 
whether  the  rent  due  on  the  1st 
of  October  for  the  next  six  months 
in  advance  had  been  paid  or  not. 
Qucere,  whether  if  it  had  been  shewn 
that  the  plaintiff  received  it  this 
would  affect  his  right.  Eckhardt 
v..  Baby,  458. 

See  Railways  and  Railway  Cos.  , 

7. — Sheriff. 


LEASE. 

See  Landlord  and  Tenant. 


LIBEL  AND  SLANDER. 

Slander — Libel — Fraud  in  sale  of 
land — Words  not  actionable — Plead- 
ing. ] — The  first  count  set  out  that 
the  plaintiff  was  a trader  in  the 
purchase  and  sale  of  land,  and  in 
the  lending  of  money  : that  the  de- 
fendant had  purchased  a lot  of  land 
for  himself  and  the  plaintiff,  which 
they  agreed  to  divide  by  lot,  one  to 
take  the  east  and  the  other  the  west 
half,  the  latter  being  of  most  value  : 
that  two  slips  of  paper  were  used, 
marked  east  half  and  west  half  re- 
spectively, and  that  defendant  drew 
the  east  half.  And  it  was  alleged 
that  in  speaking  of  the  plaintiff  in 
reference  to  his  said  trade  and  to 
this  transaction,  defendant  ha  1 as- 
serted that  the  slips  were  prepared 
by  the  plaintiff,  who  asked  the  de- 
fendant to  draw  first,  and  that  after 
having  drawn  he  discovered  the 
plaintiff  altp’-ing  the  E.  on  the  other 
slip  into  W . so  that  in  fact  both 
had  E|  on  them,  and  defendant  was 
thereby  precluded  from  getting 
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any  thing  but  the  east  half.  In 
another  count,  after  stating  the 
same  trick,  defendant  was  alleged  to 
have  added,  “It  then  struck  me  I 
was  swindled.”  And  in  another  he 
was  said  to  have  prefaced  the  rela- 
tion with,  “ He  cheated  me  out  of 
109  acres  of  land,”  and  concluded 
by  saying,  “so  he  cheated  and 
swindled  me  out  of  the  lot.”  Held, 
on  demurrrer,  that  no  cause  of  ac- 
tion was  shewn,  for  the  words  al- 
leged in  the  first  count  could  not  be 
treated  as  spoken  of  the  plaintiff  in 
any  trade  or  business,  but  in  a pri- 
vate transaction  ; and  the  addition- 
al words  stated  in  the  other  counts 
were  not  of  themselves  actionable. 
A fifth  count  charged  defendant 
with  saying  that  one  M.  at  the  time 
of  the  election  had  mortgaged  his 
property  to  the  plaintiff  without 
consideration,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
afterwards  foreclosed  and  took  it 
from  him  without  paying  any  thing, 
and  adding,  “ The  fact  is,  he  is  a 
villain  and  a thundering  thief.” — 
Held,  not  actionable.  The  sixth 
count  was  for  a libel,  in  which  the 
defendant  had  stated  that  the  plain- 
tiff stood  charged  with  the  crime  of 
forgery,  committed  not  against  one 
man  but  a whole  community.  De- 
fendant pleaded,  justifying  this 
charge  by  setting  out  at  length  a 
fraud  committed  by  plaintiff  and 
others  at  an  election  by  falsifying 
the  poll  books,  and  inserting  fictiti- 
ous votes,  and  his  trial  and  convic- 
tion therefor  ; and  he  alleged  that 
this  was  what  he  referred  to  in  that 
part  of  the  libel,  and  was  under- 
stood to  mean  by  all  to  whom  it  was 
published.  Held,  sufficient.  Fel- 
low es  v.  Hunter , 382. 

LIEN. 

Innkeeper  — Special  agreement  — 
Bond  to  the  Grown .] — In  sci.  fa.,  upon 
a bond  to  the  Crown,  it  appeared  that 


A.  the  obligor,  had  lived  at  an  hotel 
with  his  family  for  some  time,  using 
his  own  furniture  ; that  when  he 
wished  to  leave  the  landlord  ob- 
jected to  the  removal  of  the  furni- 
ture until  payment  of  his  bill,  and 
that  the  obligor  consented  that  a 
large  portion  of  it  should  remain  as 
security.  Held,  that  although  the 
landlord  could  have  no  lien  as  an 
innkeeper,  A.  being  in  his  house  as 
boarder  upon  a special  understand- 
ing, yet  that  he  was  clearly  entitled 
to  it  by  the  agreement  with  A. , and 
that  A. ’s  administrator  was  justified 
therefore  in  paying  him,  as  against 
the  Crown.  The  Queen  v.  Charles 
J.  S.  Askin,  Administrator  of  Duncan 
McGregor  Askin,  626. 

LIMITATIONS  (STATUTE  OF.) 

1.  Action  for  obstructing  river — 
Prescriptive  right  — Pleading.  ] — 
Declaration,  for  maintaining  a dam 
across  the  Grand  river,  below  the 
plaintiff’s  land,  and  thereby  pen- 
ning back  the  water  thereon.  Plea 
that  the  dam  was  erected  on  a close 
occupied  by  defendant,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  supplying  certain  mills  on 
said  close  with  water,  and  had  in  it 
certain  sluices  or  gates  to  let  off  or 
keep  back  the  water,  as  might  be 
required  for  the  use  of  said  mills  ; 
that  the  defendant  and  other  occupi 
ers  of  said  mills  had  enjoyed  as 
of  right,  and  without  interruption, 
for  twenty  years  before  this  suit,  the 
right  of  keeping  up  said  dam  and 
of  closing  the  gates  therein  as  often 
as  occasion  might  require  for  the 
purpose  aforesaid,  and  the  right  of 
damming  back  the  water  on  such 
occasions,  and  of  causing  the  same 
to  overflow  a portion  of  the  plain- 
tiff’s land,  doing  no  unnecessary 
damage  in  the  use  of  such  right  ; 
and  that  the  injuries  complained  of 
were  thus  caused.  Held,  on  demur- 
rer, plea  good.  Robinson,  C.  J., 
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doubting  whether  it  should  not  have 
been  averred  more  plainly  that  the 
injury  to  the  plaintiff  during  the 
twenty  years  had  been  the  same. 
Bechtel  v.  Street,  15. 

See  Bills  of  Exchange  and  Pro- 
missory Notes,  7. — Escape. — 
Railways  and  Railway  Cos., 
2,  6.— Registrar. 


LIMITS. 

See  Bond  to  the  Limits 


LOTTERY. 

See  Bills  of  Exchange  and  Pro- 
missory Notes,  4. 

MAGISTRATES. 

Extortion  by — Joint  offence — In- 
dictment.]  — See  Criminal  Law,  3. 
See  False  Imprisonment. 


MALICIOUS  PROSECU- 
TION. 

See  Appeal,  1. 


MANDAMUS. 

1.  School  Trustees — Mandamus  — 
Attachment — Practice.} A manda- 
mus nisi  having  been  issued  to 
school  trustees  to  levy  the  amount 
of  a judgment  obtained  against 
them,  no  return  was  made,  and  a 
rule  nisi,  for  an  attachment  issued. 
In  answer  to  this  rule  one  trustee 
swore  that  he  had  always  been  and 
still  was  desirous  to  obey  the  writ, 
and  had  repeatedly  asked  the  others 
to  join  him  in  levying  the  rate,  but 
that  they  had  refused.  Another 
swore  that  owing  to  ill-health,  with 
the  consent  of  his  co-trustees  and 
the  local  superintendent,  he  had 
resigned  his  office  before  the  writ 
was  granted.  The  court,  under 
these  circumstances,  discharged  the 
rule  nisi  as  against  these  two,  on 
payment  of  costs  of  the  application, 


and  granted  an  attachment  against 
the  other  trustee,  who  had  taken 
no  notice  either  of  the  mandamus 
or  rule.  Regina  v.  The  Trustees  of 
School  Section  No.  27,  in  the  Town- 
ship of  Tyendinaga,  in  the  County  of 
Hastings,  528. 

2.  Mandamus  to  repair  bridge — In- 
dictment— Practice.']  — A mandamus 
nisi  having  issued  commanding  a 
municipal  corporation  to  repair  and 
build  a bridge,  it  appeared  on  the 
return  that  the  liability  was  disput- 
ed on  several  grounds,  it  being  con- 
tended that  the  bridge  did  not 
belong  to  defendants:  that  it  was 
not  constructed  on  the  site  provided 
by  the  charter  of  the  original  com- 
pany which  built  it,  and  was  in  an 
unfit  and  dangerous  place ; and  that 
it  should  be  repaired  by  another 
municipality.  Held,  that  under 
these  circumstances  a mandamus 
would  not  lie,  and  that  the  appli- 
cants must  proceed  by  indictment ; 
and  semble,  that  the  latter  is  the 
proper  remedy  in  all  cases,  except 
where  a charter  has  been  obtained 
to  construct  the  road,  and  the  work 
has  never  been  done.  The  Queen  v. 
The  Municipal  Corporation  of  the 
County  of  Ilaldimand,  574. 

3.  Refusal  of  judge  to  act — Applica- 
tion for  mandamus — Interest  of  judge, 
and  relationship  to  parties.] — A gar- 
nishee summons  having  issued  in  a 
county  court  suit,  one  H.  opposed 
it  as  assignee  of  the  judgment  deb- 
tor, and  in  answer  to  his  claim  an 
affidavit  was  filed,  from  which  it 
would  appear  that  the  judge  was 
interested  with  H.  in  his  claim.  He 
then  declined  to  act  further  in  the 
matter,  and  after  several  subsequent 
meetings  signed  a memorandum, 
stating  as  an  additional  reason  for 
refusing  to  proceed! the  fact  that  H. 
was  his  brother-in-law.  The  court 
under  these  circumstances  refused 
a mandamus  to  compel  the  judge 
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to  dispose  of  the  case.  In  the  mat- 
ter of  the  judge  of  the  County  Court  of 
Elgin,  588. 

See  Gas  Companies. — Municipal  Cor- 
porations, 1. — Kailways  and  K. 

W.  Cos.,  8. 

MASTER  AND  SERVANT. 

Sec  Kailways  and  R.  W.  Cos.,  5. 

MEASURE  OF  DAMAGES. 

See  Damages. 

MERGER. 

See  Bills  of  Exchange  and  Promis 
sory  Notes,  5. 

MONEY  HAD  AND 
RECEIVED. 

6>e^PARTNERS  AND  PARTNERSHIP. 

MONK. 

See  Nun. 

MORTGAGE. 

1.  12  Vic.,  cli . 73 — Sale  by  Sheriff 
of  equity  of  redemption — Purchase  by 
one  of  several  devisees  of  mortgagee — 
Effect  of  on  covenant  to  guarantee  the 
mortgage — Proof  of  will. ] — A.  made 
a mortgage  of  lands  to  Z.  and  the 
defendant,  and  the  defendant  as- 
signed his  interest  therein  to  Z., 
covenanting  by  the  same  instru- 
ment for  the  punctual  payment  by 
the  mortgagor  of  one-half  of  the 
principal  and  interest.  To  an 
action  brought  on  this  covenant  by 
the  executors  of  Z. , defendant  plead- 
ed that  a judgment  had  been  re- 
covered against  the  mortgagor  on 
said  mortgage,  for  the  benefit  of  Z., 
who  afterwards  devised  all  his  real 
estate  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  that 
the  equity  of  redemption  having 
been  duly  sold  under  said  judg- 
ment, was  purchased  by  the  plain- 
tiffs, as  such  executors  and  devisees, 
and  conveyed  to  them  by  the  sheriff, 


whereby  the  debt  became  satisfied, 
and  defendant  was  discharged.  In 
another  plea  it  was  alleged  that  the 
equity  of  redemption  was  purchased 
by  M. , one  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  the 
conveyance  thereof  taken  to  him  for 
the  benefit  of  himself  and  the  other 
plaintiffs,  as  such  executors  and  de- 
visees. Held,  1.  That  the  plaintiffs, 
as  devisees  of  Z. , were  assignees  of 
the  mortgage  within  the  12  Vie., 
ch.  73,  and  that  the  purchase  by 
them  of  the  equity  of  redemption 
must  have  the  same  effect  as  if  it 
had  beeen  by  Z.,  in  his  lifetime. 
2,  That  the  effect  of  the  statute  was 
to  work  a satisfaction  of  the  mort- 
gage, though  the  provision  is  mere- 
ly that  the  mortgagee,  &c.,  buying, 
shall  give  a release  to  the  mortgagor; 
and  semble,  that  the  defendant,  in- 
stead of  setting  out  the  facts,  might 
have  pleaded  payment  in  the  ordi- 
nary form.  3.  That  upon  the  facts 
stated  in  the  second  plea,  the  case 
must  be  looked  upon  as  if  all  the 
executors  had  been  purchasers.  4. 
That  the  mortgage  being  satisfied, 
defendant  was  also  discharged  from 
his  covenant ; and  therefore  that  the 
second  plea  (which  was  demurred 
to)  shewed  a good  defence.  The 
will  of  Z.  not  having  been  properly 
proved  by  one  of  the  subscribing 
witnesses,  and  the  objection  having 
been  taken,  the  court  c.ould  not 
enter  a verdict  for  defendant  on 
the  leave  reserved,  but  granted 
a new  trial  on  payment  of  costs. 
Woodruff  et  al..  Executors  of  Samuel 
Zimmerman,  v.  Mills,  51. 

2.  Covenant  on  mortgage  given  for 
purchase  money  — Equitable  plea — 
Title  defective  owing  to  prior  mortgage 
upon  the  land — Replication,  assign- 
ment of  such  mortgage.'] — To  an  ac- 
tion on  a covenant  for  payment  of 
mortgage  money  defendant  pleaded, 
on  equitable  grounds,  that  the  mort- 
gage was  of  certain  land;  that  be- 
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fore  executing  the  same  the  plaintiff 
was  or  professed  to  be  owner  of  said 
land  free  from  encumbrances,  and  as 
such  owner  proposed  to  defendant  to 
purchase  the  same : that  defendant, 
relying  upon  the  representations  of 
the  plaintiff  that  he  was  the  owner 
of  the  said  land,  free  from  encum- 
brances, purchased  the  same  from 
the  plaintiff  for  £300,  and  paid  him 
£75  on  account,  and  thereupon  the 
plaintiff  executed  a deed  to  him  con- 
taining the  usual  covenants  for  title 
free  from  encumbrances;  and  defen- 
dant executed  the  mortgage  declared 
on  to  secure  the  balance  of  purchase 
money:  that  the  plaintiff  was  not 
then  the  owner  of  said  land  free 
from  encumbrances,  but  there  was 
a mortgage  to  the  Trust  and  Loan 
Company,  including  this  and  other 
lands,  theretofore  executed  by  one 
G.  W.,  which  fact  was  not  commu- 
nicated to  defendant,  but  was  con- 
cealed from  him  at  the  time  of  said 
sale,  otherwise  he  would  not  have 
purchased  said  land,  or  executed  the 
mortgage  declared  on : that  the  said 
mortgage  to  the  Trust  and  Loan 
Company  not  having  been  paid,  the 
land  was  sold  under  their  power  of 
sale,  whereby  defendant  lost  and 
was  deprived  of  said  land,  and  his 
improvements  thereon,  together 
with  the  money  already  paid  by 
him ; and  defendant  alleged  that  the 
plaintiff  was  wholly  insolvent,  so 
that  he  could  recover  nothing  from 
him,  and  that  it  would  therefore  be 
inequitable  to  allow  him  to  compel 
payment  of  the  balance  of  said  pur- 
chase money.  The  plaintiff  demur- 
red to  this  plea;  and  replied  that  be- 
fore action  he  had  assigned  the 
mortgage  and  the  money  secured  by 
it  for  a valuable  consideration,  and 
that  the  assignees,  for  whose  benefit 
the  suit  was  brought,  had  no  notice 
or  knowledge  of  the  facts  pleaded : 
that  the  conveyance  of  said  land  to 
E 


defendant  was  executed  by  one  W. 
and  not  by  the  plaintiff ; and  that  at 
the  execution  thereof  defendant  had 
notice  of  the  mortgage  to  the  Trust 
and  Loan  Company,  &c. , &c.  Held, 
on  demurrer,  that  the  plea  was  in- 
sufficient, for  the  covenants  for  title 
in  the  deed,  which  must  be  assumed 
to  be  qualified,  would  afford  no 
ground  of  action  for  the  encum- 
brance complained  of,  not  created 
by  the  plaintiff;  and  there  was  no 
allegation  of  fraud  on  the  plaintiff’s 
part  which  would  entitle  defendant 
to  relief  in  equity.  Held,  also,  that 
if  the  plea  were  sufficient  the  repli- 
cation contained  a clear  answer  to 
the  defence  set  up  by  it.  Quare, 
whether  the  plea  was  bad  as  shew- 
ing an  equitable  defence  not  admis- 
sible under  C.  L .P.  Act.  Whitehouse 
v.  Roots,  65. 

3.  Defendant  having  been  allowed 
to  amend,  pleaded  that  before  mak- 
ing the  mortgage  sued  on  the  plain- 
tiff falsely  and  fraudulently  repre- 
sented himself  to  be  the  owner  of 
the  land,  free  from  all  encumbrances, 
but  that  the  legal  estate  was  vested 
in  one  W.,  who  held  in  trust  for 
him:  that  defendant  relying  upon 
his  representation  purchased  the 
land,  &c.,  although  the  plaintiff 
then  well  knew  of  the  mortgage  to 
the  Trust  & Loan  Company,  which 
he  fraudulently  concealed  from  the 
defendant ; and  thereupon  said  W. , 
at  the  plaintiff’s  request,  conveyed 
to  defendant  by  a deed  containing 
absolute  covenants  for  title  free 
from  encumbrances,  and  defendant 
executed  the  mortgage  sued  on  to 
secure  the  balance  of  purchase 
money.  The  plea  then  alleged  the 
existence  of  the  mortgage  to  the 
Trust  and  Loan  Company,  which 
fact  was  well  known  to  the  plaintiff 
at  the  time  of  such  sale  and  false 
representations,  but  was  fraudu- 
lently concealed  by  him  from  de- 
ll. C.  Q.  B.  20. 
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fendant  for  the  purpose  of  defraud- 
ing defendant,  who  otherwise  would 
not  have  purchased;  that  the  land 
was  sold  by  the  Trust  and  Loan 
Company,  and  defendant  was  evict- 
ed therefrom,  and  lost  the  same, 
&c.  The  plaintiff  replied  the  assign- 
ment of  the  mortgage  before  action, 
as  in  his  previous  replication,  denied 
the  false  representations  and  fraud- 
dulent  concealment  alleged,  and 
averred  that  the  mortgage  to  the 
Trust  and  Loan  Company  had  been 
duly  registered  before  the  execution 
of  the  conveyance  to  the  plaintiff, 
and  that  the  defendant  had  notice 
of  the  said  mortgage  when  he  exe- 
cuted that  declared  on;  and  the 
former  actions  brought  on  the  co- 
venant, and  defendant’s  acts  in  tak- 
ing possession  of  the  land,  &c., 
were  alleged  as  before.  Held,  on 
demurrer  to  the  replication,  that  it 
was  clearly  a good  answer  to  the 
plea.  Semble,  that  the  plea  shewed 
a good  legal  defence  on  the  ground 
of  fraud,  but  was  not  such  an  equit- 
able plea  as  could  be  admitted  under 
the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act. 
Whitehouse  v.  Roots,  ( the  same  case  on 
amended  pleadings ,)  78. 

See  Bills  of  Exchange  and  Promis- 
sory Notes,  5. — Dower,  2. — Eject- 
ment, 1. — Shipping. 

MUNICIPALCORPORA- 

TIONS. 

1.  Valuation  for  county  rate — Con- 
sol. Stats,  TJ.  C.,  ch.  55,  secs.  70,  71 
— By-laws — Construction  of.] — It  is 
provided  by  the  Assessment  Act, 
Consol.  Stats.  U.  C.  ch.  55,  sec.  70. 
‘ ‘ That  the  council  of  every  county 
shall  yearly,  before  imposing  any 
county  rate,  and  not  later  than  the 
first  day  of  July,  examine  the 
assessment  rolls  of  the  different 
townships,  towns  and  villages  in 
the  county,  for  the  preceding  finan- 
cial year,  for  the  purpose  of  ascer- 


taining whether  the  valuation  made 
by  the  assessors  in  each  township, 
town,  or  village,  for  the  current 
year,  bears  a just  relation  to  the 
valuation  so  made  in  all  such  town- 
ships, towns  and  villages ; and  may, 
for  the  purpose  of  county  rates,  in- 
crease or  decrease  the  aggregate 
valuations  of  real  property  in  any 
township,  town,  or  village,  adding 
or  deducting  so  much  per  cent,  as 
may  in  their  opinion  be  necessary 
to  produce  a just  relation  between 
all  the  valuations  of  real  estate  in 
the  county,  but  they  shall  not  re- 
duce the  aggregate  valuation  here- 
of for  the  whole  county  as  made  by 
the  assessors.”  Upon  an  applica- 
tion to  quash  a by-law  imposing  a 
county  rate : Held,  that  except  per- 
haps when  a dishonest  intention  on 
the  part  of  the  council  is  clearly 
shewn,  (which  was  not  the  case 
here,)  the  court  have  no  authority 
to  over-rule  the  valuation  on  the 
ground  of  its  alleged  unfair  or  un- 
equal effect.  Remarks  as  to  the 
proper  mode  of  proceeding  under 
the  above  provision  of  the  statute. 
The  court  refused  a mandamus 
commanding  the  council  to  proceed 
as  directed  by  the  act,  as  it  was  not 
clear  that  they  had  not  complied 
with  it  by  their  by-law. 

If  for  all  that  appears  a by-law 
may  be  legal  it  will  be  upheld ; and 
in  this  case,  where  it  was  not  clear 
upon  the  face  of  the  by-law,  nor 
otherwise  shewn,  that  the  money  to 
be  raised  by  it  was  for  services  not 
belonging  to  the  current  year,  the 
omission  of  recitals  and  provisions 
which  would  in  that  case  have  been 
essential  was  held  no  objection. 
Gibson  and  the  Corporation  of  the 
United  Counties  of  Huron  and  Bruce , 
111. 

2.  Separation  of  toum  from  county 
— Arbitration — Consol.  Stats.  U C., 
ch.  54,  secs,  26,  358]  ■<—  Upon 
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motion  to  set  aside  an  award  made 
under  Consol.  Stats.  U.  C.,  ch.  54,  sec. 
26.  //eld,  that  it  was  not  necessary 
that  such  award  should  direct  the 
town  to  pay  any  portion  of  the  exist- 
ing debt  of  the  county,  and  that  the 
arbitrators,  finding  that  the  whole 
debt  had  been  incurred  for  making 
roads  which  had  been  of  no  benefit 
to  the  town,  were  justified  in  award- 
ing that  the  town  should  pay  nothing 
on  account  of  such  debt,  and  that  the 
county  should  refund  what  the  town 
had  paid  towards  the  construction  of 
such  roads.  The  arbitrators  did  not 
take  or  file  any  oral  or  documentary 
evidence,  (under  sec.  358,  sub-sec.  13) 
but  relied  upon  the  knowledge  which 
two  of  them  had  of  the  position  of 
the  municipalities  towards  each 
other  with  relation  to  money  matters, 
and  obtained  the  specific  sums  on 
which  their  award  was  based  from 
the  books  of  the  country  treasurer. 
These  sums  were  shewn  to  the 
warden  at  the  last  meeting  of  the 
arbitrators,  and  their  correctness  was 
not  disputed.  Held,  sufficient.  Held, 
also,  that  the  arbitrators,  had  no 
power  to  award  as  to  costs,  and 
that  part  of  the  award  was  set  aside. 
In  the  matter  of  the  Arbitration  between 
the  Corporation  of  the  United  Counties 
of  Northumberland  and  Durham  and 
the  Corporation  of  the  Town  of  Cobourg, 
283. 

3.  City  corporation — Gaol  commit- 
tee— Laying  corner  stone — Entertain- 
ment— Order  given  by  committee  for 
wines,  dbc. — Refusal  by  council  to  pay 
— Liability  of  Committee ] — Defen- 
dants were  a committee  of  the  city 
council  to  inspect  and  superintend 
the  building  of  a gaol.  It  was  de- 
termined at  a meeting  of  the  com- 
mittee that  there  should  be  a cere- 
mony on  the  occasion  of  laying  the 
corner  stone,  and  a luncheon  given 
in  St.  Lawrence  Hall  ; and  one  of 


the  defendants,  the  chairman,  gave 
an  order  addressed  to  the  plaintiff 
as  “ commission  merchant,”  for  the 
supply  of  certain  wines  specified, 
to  be  sent  to  the  St.  Lawrence  Hall, 
directing  him  to  render  his  account 
to  the  board  of  gaol  inspectors.  The 
plaintiff  sent  his  bill  to  the  cham- 
berlain’s office,  headed  “ K.  T.,  chair- 
man, board  of  the  gaol  inspectors, 
bought  of  G-.  Thomas,  agent.”  The 
council  however  refused  to  sanction 
the  expenditure,  and  he  then  sued 
the  members  of  the  committee  who 
were  present  at  the  meeting  when 
the  order  was  given.  Held , that  they 
were  personally  liable,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  might  sue  in  his  own  name. 

One  of  the  defendants,  the  mayor, 
was  present  at  the  meeting  referred 
to,  and  at  first  objected  to  the 
expense,  but  when  told  that  it 
would  be  less  than  he  had  heard,  he 
did  not  persevere  in  his  opposition. 
He  afterwards  wrote  to  the  chair, 
man  to  say  that  he  would  attend 
the  ceremony,  but  would  not  be  at 
the  luncheon,  because  he  was  obliged 
to  leave  town  on  business,  and 
because  he  disapproved  of  so  great 
and  unsatisfactory  an  expenditure 
by  the  committee.  Held,  not  suffi- 
cient to  exempt  him  from  liability 
with  the  others.  Thomas  v.  Wilson 
et  al.,  331. 

4.  By-Law — Harbour — Wharves — 
Tolls ] — A municipal  corporation  by 
by-law  authorized  individuals  to 
erect  wharves,  and  to  remunerate 
themselves  by  charging  tolls  on 
goods,  part  of  which  were  directed 
to  be  paid  to  the  treasurer  of  the 
municipality.  The  harbour  master 
was  impowered  to  detain  any  vessel 
having  on  board  any  goods  on  which 
these  tolls  were  unpaid,  or  any  such 
goods ; and  a fine  of  not  less  than 
$1,  nor  more  than  $50,  was  imposed 
on  any  master  or  owner  of  a vessel 
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refusing  to  comply  with  these  con- 
ditions, to  he  enforced  by  distress 
and  sale.  Held,  that  Ihe  by-law  was 
illegal;  but  see  24  Vic.,  ch.  63, 
since  passed.  In  the  matter  of  Ha- 
gaman  and  Chisholm , and  the  Cor- 
poration of  the  town  of  Owen  Sound, 
583. 

See  Railways  and  R.  W.  Cos.  4. 


MUBDEB. 

See  Criminal  Law,  4. — Extradition. 


NEGLIGENCE. 

See  Attorney.  — Partners  and 
Partnership. — Railways  and  R. 
W.  Cos.,  2,  3,  5. — Registrar. 


NEW  TRIAL. 

1.  Excessive  damages — New  trial.] 
—Verdict  for  $50  against  a railway 
company  for  putting  the  plaintiff 
off  a train,  though  the  inconve- 
nience occasioned  to  him  was  tri- 
lling, and  the  conductor  acted  bona 
fide,  under  an  impressoin  that  the 
plaintiff  had  not  paid  his  fare,  and 
without  harshness  or  violence.  New 
trial  granted  for  excessive  damages. 
Huntsman  v.  The  Great  Western 
Railway  Company,  24. 

2.  Short  Absence  of  juror  after  close 
of  case — Mistake— New  trial  refused.] 
—At  the  trial  of  an  action  for  over- 
flowing land,  the  jury  were  allowed 
to  separate  at  the  end  of  the  first 
day,  before  the  case  was  closed. 
After  they  had  retired  to  consider 
their  verdict  next  day,  one  juror 
was  allowed  to  go  out  in  charge  of 
a constable,  and  on  his  return  met 
the  people  coming  out  of  the  court 
house,  who  told  him  that  the  court 
was  over  and  the  jury  dismissed  for 
that  day.  He  then  went  home,  but 
was  brought  back  by  the  constable 
in  less  than  an  hour,  and  came  in 
with  the  rest  of  the  jury  in  a short 
time  to  deliver  the  verdict  for  the 


defendants.  He  swore  that  during 
his  absence  he  had  had  no  conver- 
sation about  the  suit,  and  no  mis- 
conduct was  imputed  to  defendants 
in  the  matter.  The  court,  under 
these  circumstances,  refused  to  dis  • 
turb  the  verdict.  O'Mullin  v.  Bishop 
and  Murphy , 275. 

8.  Bond  not  sealed.] — It  appeared 
that  defendants  having  signed  the 
bond  sued  on  left  in  a hurry,  with- 
out having  it  properly  sealed,  which 
was  afterwards  done,  but  it  was  clear 
that  they  knew  it  to  be  a bond,  and 
it  was  stated  on  the  face  of  it  to  be 
under  seal.  The  jury  having  found 
against  this  defence  the  court  re- 
fused to  interfere,  holding  it  not  one 
to  be  favoured.  Mutual  Fire  Insu- 
rance Company  of  Prescott  v.  Pal- 
mer etal.,  441. 

4.  Affidavits  of  jurors.]  — In  an 
action  for  overflowing  land,  where  a 
verdict  had  been  found  for  the 
plaintiff,  the  court  refused  a rule 
nisi  for  a new  trial,  moved  for  upon 
the  affidavits  of  two  of  the  jurors, 
that  they  had  examined  the  premises 
since  the  trial,  and  were  satisfied 
that  the  verdict  was  incorrect.  Pur- 
don  v.  Playfair,  282. 

See  Attorney — Equitable  Plead- 
ings, 1. — False  Imprisonment,  2. 

Mortgage,  1. — Quarter  Sessions. 


NOLLE  PBOSEQUI. 

See  Partners  and  Partnership. 


NOTICE. 

To  defendant  in  ejectment  under 
Consol.  Stats.  V.  C.,  ch.  27,  sec.  17.]; 
— See  Ejectment,  2. 

By  defendant  in  ejectment  denying 
title  of  the  plaintiff,  his  landlord — 
Effect  of.] — See  Landlord  and  Ten 
ant,  1. 

To  sheriff  of  rent  due — When  to 
given.]— See  Sheriff. 
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NOTICE  OE  ACTION. 

Consol.  Stats.  U.  C.,  ch.  19,  sec. 
198]  — A notice  of  action  given  to 
a division  court  baili  ff  under  Consol. 
Stats.  U.  C.,  cb.  19,  sec.  193,  stated  j 
that  the  writ  would  be  sued  out  of  | 
the  county  court  of  the  county  of  i 
Brant,  and  the  plaintiff  afterwards  I 
brought  his  action  in  the  county 
court  of  Wentworth.  Held,  affirm- 
ing the  judgment  of  the  court  below, 
that  the  notice  was  insufficient. 
Buck  v.  Hunter , 436. 

See  Registrar. 

NOTICE  TO  QUIT. 

See  Landlord  and  Tenant,  1. 

NUN. 

Becoming  a nun — Effect  of  on  real 
estate.]— See  Deed. 

OFFICES,  (SALE  OF.) 

Sheriff- — Sale  of  Deputation  of  his 
office — Illegality — Forjeiture  of  office 
—5  & 6 Ed.  IV.,  ch.  16;  49  Geo. 
III.,  ch.  126.]— The  defendant,  a 
sheriff,  agreed,  as  the  jury  found, 
ith  one  O.,  to  give  him  all  the  fees 
of  his  office,  except  for  certain 
services  specified,  in  consideration 
of  which  O.  was  to  pay  him  £300 
a year,  quarterly  in  advance,  not  out 
of  the  fees,  but  absolutely,  and  with- 
out reference  to  their  amount. 
Held,  clearly  an  agreement  prohibit- 
ed by  the  5 & 6 Ed.  VI.,  ch.  16, 
and  49  Geo.  III. , ch.  126,  and  that 
the  effect  of  it  was  to  forfeit  the 
office  upon  conviction  under  a pro- 
ceeding by  scire  facias.  Held,  also, 
that  the  evidence  stated  in  the  case 
warranted  the  jury  in  finding  that 
the  agreement  was  in  the  terms 
above  mentioned  Regina  v.  Moodie, 
380. 


ORDER  FOR  PAYMENT 
OF  MONEY. 

See  Criminal  Law,  2 . 


PAROL  EVIDENCE. 

See  Bills  of  Exchange  and  Pro- 
missory Notes — Guarantee. 

PARTNERS  AND  PART- 
NERSHIP. 

Money  had  and  received — Partner- 
ship — Dissolution  before  receipt  — 
Count  for  negligence  added  at  trial — 
Right  to  make  such  amendment  — 
Nolle  prosequi,  effect  of.]  -Defend ants 
H.  and  G.,  who  had  been  in  part- 
nership as  brokers,  were  sued  for 
money  had  and  received,  the 
cause  of  action  being  for  the  pro- 
ceeds of  two  notes  made  by  the 
plaintiff,  payable  to  them,  to  be  dis- 
counted, which  it  was  alleged  that 
they  had  received  and  not  paid  over. 
G.  allowed  judgment  to  go  by  de- 
fault. It  appeared  that  the  plain- 
tiff had  handed  the  notes  to  G.,  act- 
ing for  the  firm,  to  get  them  dis- 
counted for  him  : that  they  were  en- 
dorsed in  the  name  of  the  firm,  while 
it  continued  ; and  that  after  the 
partnership  had  been  duly  dissolved 
G.  sold  them,  and  received  the  pro- 
ceeds, which  he  applied  to  pay  a 
debt  of  his  own,  contracted  by  him 
in  the  name  of  the  firm,  H.  not  being 
aware  of  the  sale.  It  was  objected 
that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover 
against -both  defendants  on  this  evi- 
dence, and  the  plainliff  was  then 
allowed  at  the  trial  to  add  a count 
charging  that  defendants  as  brokers 
received  the  notes  to  negotiate  for 
the  plaintiff  and  pay  him  the  pro- 
ceeds, but  that  by  their  neglect  of 
duty  said  notes,  before  they  became 
due,  were  endorsed  by  defendants, 
and  came  so  endorsed  into  the  hands 
of  one  G , who  sold  the  same  to  one 
A.,  and  applied  the  money  to  his 
own  use  ; and  that  the  plaintiff  was 
afterwards  compelled  to  pay  the 
notes  to  A.  The  plaintiff  entered 
a nolle  prosequi  as  to  Grier,  and 
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defendant  refused  to  plead  to  this 
count, objecting  to  its  being  allowed. 
The  jury  having  found  a general 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff : Held,  that 

the  plaintiff  could  not  recover 
against  both  defendants  on  either 
count,  for  as  to  the  first  count  the 
money  was  not  received  by  the  firm, 
but  by  G.  alone,  after  the  dissolu- 
tion, and  without  the  knowledge  of 
H. ; and  as  to  the  second,  it  was  no 
breach  of  duty  in  G.  to  discount  the 
notes,  that  being  the  purpose  for 
which  he  received  them,  and  for 
the  wrong  committed  by  him  in  not 
paying  over  the  money  received 
after  the  partnership  had  ceased, 
H.  was  not  liable.  Held,  also,  that 
the  plaintiff  having  entered  a nolle 
prosequi  on  both  counts  as  against 

G.  , the  verdict  being  general  could 
not  have  been  maintained  as  against 

H.  , though  the  second  count  was  in 
tort.  Held,  also,  that  the  amendment 
was  improperly  allowed,  not  being 
necessary  to  determine  the  real  ques 
tion  in  controversy  in  the  existing 
suit,  but  the  substitution  of  a new 
cause  of  action.  Hammond  v.  Hew- 
ard  and  Grier,  36. 

[Bee  Hammond  v.  Heward  and 
Grier,  11  C.  P.  261.] 

PAYMENT. 

See  Equitable  Pleadings,  2. — Es- 
toppel, 2. — Mortgage,  1. 

PEACE  OFFICER. 

See  False  Imprisonmbn  t. 

PLEADING. 

See  Appeal,  1. — Arbitration  and 
Award,  1,  2,  6.— Bills  of  Ex- 
change and  Promissory  Notes, 
2,  4,  5,  — Covenant.  — Criminal 
Law,  3,  4.  — Customs,  1.  — De- 
murrer. — Equitable  Pleadings. 
— False  Imprisonment,  1. — Libel 
and  Slander. — Limitations  (Stat- 
ute of.) — Mortgage. — Principal 


and  Surety,  1. — Kail  ways  and 
R.  W.  Cos.,  4,  5.  Sheriff. — 
Trespass. 


POSSESSION. 

Change  of  under  20  Vic.,  eh.  3.]  — 
See  Sale  of  Goods,  1. 

See  Agreement,  1. — Landlord  and 
Tenant,  1. — Railways  and  R.  W. 
Cos.,  7. 

POWER  OF  ATTORNEY. 

See  Principal  and  Surety,  1. 

PRACTICE. 

See  Amendment. — Appeal,^  2,  3,  4. 
— Arbitration  and  Award,  3, 
4,  5. — Interpleader. — Mandamus. 
— New  Trial. — Quarter  Sessions. 

PRESCRIPTION. 

See  Limitations  (Statute  of.) 

PRESUMPTION. 

See  Ejectment,  2, 

PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 

See  Principal  and  Surety,  1. 

PRINCIPAL  AND  SURETY. 

1.  Discharge  by  giving  time — Equit- 
able plea — Poioer  of  attorney  — Au- 
thority of  agent — Assent  of  princi- 
pal.']—Declaration,  that  defendant 
assigned  to  the  plaintiff  a mortgage 
executed  to  defendant  by  one  W., 
and  by  the  deed  of  assignment  cov- 
enanted that  W.  should  pay  the 
principal  and  interest  when  due, 
and  that  upon  default  made  by  W. 
defendant  would  pay  the  same  ; 
that  W.  made  default,  but  defend 
ant  did  not  pay.  Plea,  on  equita 
ble  grounds,  that  defendant  cove- 
nanted as  surety  only  for  W.,  that 
the  plaintiff  when  he  took  the  deed 
knew  him  to  be  so,  and  accepted 
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him  as  such ; and  that  the  plaintiff 
afterwards,  without  defendant’s 
knowledge  or  consent,  and  for  good 
and  sufficient  consideration  in  that 
behalf,  agreed  with  W.  to  give,  and 
did  give  him  time  for  payment  of 
the  principal  and  interest  secured 
by  said  mortgage  beyond  the  time 
when  it  fell  due.  Held,  on  demur- 
rer a good  plea;  that  the  declara- 
tion clearly  shewed  defendant  to  be 
only  surety ; that  the  consideration 
was  sufficiently  stated;  that  the 
agreement  might  be  by  parol;  and 
that  it  was  not  necessary  to  shew 
that  the  defendant  was  prejudiced 
by  the  giving  time.  At  the  trial  it 
appeared  that  the  consignment  con. 
taining  the  covenant  sued  on  had 
been  executed  by  one  C.,  as  attorney 
for  defendant,  during  his  absence 
from  the  country,  under  a power 
which  authorized  him  only  to  col- 
lect debts  and  to  execute  all  such 
deeds  and  perform  all  such  acts  as 
might  be  considered  necessary  and 
proper  concerning  the  business  of 
defendant;  but  it  was  proved  that 
defendant,  before  leaving,  agreed  to 
give  this  covenant,  and  told  the  at- 
torney of  it,  in  consequence  of 
which  the  latter  executed  the  deed, 
and  received  the  money.  Held, 
that  under  these  cireumstences  the 
authority  was  sufficient,  and  de- 
fendant could  not  refuse  to  be  bound 
by  the  covenant. 

As  to  the  giving  time,  it  was 
shewn  that  when  the  mortgage  fell 
due  the  plaintiff  told  W.,  the  mort- 
gagor, that  he  would  wait  on  his 
paying  12  per  cent.  No  time  was 
settled,  but  W.  signed  two  notes 
for  £24  each,  for  one  year’s  interest, 
which  he  paid,  and  afterwards  two 
others,  on  which  the  plaintiff  had 
sued  and  obtained  judgment.  Noth- 
ing was  said  about  defendant’s  lia- 
bility when  this  arrangement  was 
made,  and  defendant  was  not  aware 


of  .it  until  long  after.  The  court 
being  left  to  draw  the  same  infer- 
ences as  a jury  . , that  the  equi- 

table plea  was  proved,  and  defend- 
ant was  discharged.  Darling,  Ex- 
ecutor v.  McLean,  872. 

2.  Action  against  'principal  and 
surety — Competency  of  principal  as 
witness .] — In  an  action  on  a bond 
against  principal  and  sureties  for 
the  due  performance  by  the  princi- 
pal of  his  duties  as  agent  to  the 
plaintiffs,  alleging  the  non-payment 
of  moneys  received  : Held,  that  the 
principal  was  clearly  a competent 
witness  for  the  plaintiffs  to  prove 
the  amount  of  his  defalcation ; and 
that  on  the  authority  of  Lamb  v. 
Teeter,  18  U.  C.  R.  304,  his  evi- 
dence for  defendants  on  other  points 
was  rightly  rejected.  The  Mutual 
Fire  Insurance  Company  of  Prescott 
v.  Palmer  et  al.,  441. 

2.  Bond  by  sureties — Construction 
— Liability  for  past  defaults.] — Up- 
on a bond  conditioned  that  one  J. 
should  pay  to  the  plaintiffs  monthly 
and  every  month  during  the  time 
for  which  he  should  act  as  their 
agent,  all  moneys  which  he  then 
had  received,  or  which  he  should 
receive  for  premiums,  &c , and 
should  repay  to  the  applicants  all 
moneys  which  he  had  then  received 
or  should  receive  for  insurances  not 
accepted  by  the  plaintiffs,  and  should 
in  all  things  well  and  faithfully  con- 
duct himself  as  their  agent.  Held, 
that  the  sureties  were  liable  only  for 
moneys  received  after  the  execution 
of  the  bond.  The  Canada  West 
Farmers’  Mutual  and  Stock  Insurance 
Company  v.  Merritt  et  al.,  444. 

4.  Collector’s  Bond — Action  against 
sureties — Form  of  bond  — Delay  in 
delivery  of  roll — Extension  of  time  for 
collection — Power  of  arbitrator  under 
reference  at  nisi  prius] — In  an  action 
on  a bond  given  to  T.,  the  plaintiff, 
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describing  him  as  treasurer  of  the 
municipality  of  Fergus,  for  the  per- 
formance by  defendant  P.  of  his  du- 
ties as  collector.  Held,  1.  That  the 
neglect  of  the  clerk  to  deliver  to  P. 
the  roll  before  the  1st  of  October, 
as  directed  by  16  Vic.,  ch.  182,  sec. 
39,  formed  no  defence  for  the  sure 
ties.  2.  That  they  were  not  re- 
eved by  th  c>  extension  of  time  for 
collection  of  the  rates  allowed  by 
the  council  to  P.  3.  Affirming 
Judd  v.  Read,  6 C.  P.  372,  that  the 
action  might  be  maintained  by  the 
plaintiff  as  treasurer,  though  the 
s atute  directs  that  the  bond  shall  be 
taken  to  the  municipality. 

The  case  was  referred  at  nisi 
prius,  with  the  same  power  to  the 
arbitrator  as  the  judge  had  to  amend 
the  pleadings,  and  under  this  he  al- 
owed  pleas  to  be  added  raising  the 
first  and  second  questions  above 
mentioned,  which  he  referred  to  the 
court,  with  the  last.  Per  McLean,  J., 
the  last  objection  should  not  have 
been  allowed  by  the  orbit ra tor. — 
Todd  V.  Perry  et  al  , 649. 

See  Covenant,  2.—  Customs,  1. — 
Set-off. 

PKOHIBITION. 

See  Division  Court,  2. 

PROMISSORY  NOTES. 

See  Bills  op  ^Exchange  and 
Promissory  Notes. 

QUARTER  SESSIONS. 

New  trial — C.  S.  U.  C.  ch.  113 — .] — 
Defendant  was  convicted  of  an  as- 
sault at  the  quarter  sessions  and 
fined,  but  during  the  same  sessions 
he  obtained  a new  trial  on  his  own 
affidavit,  and  was  acquitted  at  the 
following  sessions  Held , that  the 
quarter  sessions  had  authority  to 
grant  such  new  trial,  and  that  this 


court  could  not  interfere. — Regina 
v.  Fitzgerald,  546. 

See  Criminal  Law,  4. 

RAILWAYS  AND  RAIL- 
WAY COMPANIES. 

1.  Expulsion  from  train — Evidence 
of  contract  to  carry  — Production  of 
ticket , hoic  far  conclusive — Suspicious 
circumstances.'] — In  an  action  against 
a railway  company  for  putting  the 
plaintiff  off  a train,  defendants 
pleaded  that  they  had  not  received 
the  plaintiff  to  be  carried  for  re- 
ward, as  alleged.  It  appeared  that 
the  ticket  offered  by  the  plaintiff  to 
the  conductor  must  have  been  sold 
about  sixteen  months  before,  and 
that  the  conductor  refused  to  take 
it  on  that  account.  It  was  proved 
also,  that  on  a previous  occasion 
the  same  plaintiff  had  presented  an 
old  ticket,  and  on  its  being  rejected 
had  paid  his  fare.  Held,  reversing 
the  judgment  of  the  county  court, 
that  the  circumstances  being  cal- 
culated to  excite  suspicion,  the  mere 
production  of  the  ticket  was  not 
sufficient  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to 
succeed,  but  that  it  should  have 
been  left  to  the  jury  to  say  whether 
the  plaintiff  had  procured  it  fairly, 
or  was  attempting  an  imposition. 
Davis  v.  The  Great  Western  ^ Railway 
Company , 27. 

2.  Collision  at  crossing  — Neglect 
to  give  signal , and  to  construct  cross- 
ing on  a proper  level — Limitation  of 
action  therefor — Qonsol.  Stat.  C ■ ch- 
66.  sec.  83 — Train  urj,der  control  of 
contractor,  not  of  defendants.] — The 
plaintiff  sued  defendants  for  injury 
caused  to  himself  and  his  waggon  by 
collision  with  their  train  at  a railway 
crossing,  owing  to  a neglect  to  sound 
the  whistle  or  ring  a bell  on  their 
approach,  as  required  by  the  statute, 
and  to  improper  construction  of  the 
railroad,  being  more  above  the  level 
of  the  highway  than  the  act  allowed. 
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The  jury  having  found  for  the  plain- 
tiff: Held,  that  the  injury,  if  arising 
from  either  cause  alleged,  was  sus- 
tained “by  reason  of  the  railway:” 
that  it  was  not  a case  within  the 
exception  as  to  “ continuation  of 
damage and  that  the  action  having 
been  brought  more  than  six  months 
from  the  accident,  was  therefore  too 
late. 

The  defendants  had  contracted 
with  one  P.  to  ballast  their  road, 
and  the  train  in  question  was  laden 
with  ballast,  under  the  chafge  of  men 
employed  and  paid  by  him,  the  de- 
fendants having  no  control,  except 
that  by  his  contract  he  was  bound  to 
keep  these  trains  from  interfering 
with  the  passage  of  other  trains  along 
the  road.  Qucere,  whether  this 
would  have  relieved  the  defendants 
from  liability.  Browne  v.  The  Brock  - 
ville  and  Ottawa  Railway  Co.,  202. 

3.  Neglect  to  give  signals — Colli- 
sion— Mismanagement  of  'plaintiff — 
Liability.'] — Where  a railway  train 
jn  approaching  a crossing  neglects  to 
give  the  proper  signals,  the  com. 
pany  will  not  be  relieved  from 
liability  because  the  person  whose 
cattle  were  run  over  did  not  take 
the  best  means  to  avoid  the  accident, 
or  because  his  horses  were  unman- 
ageable. Tyson  v.  The  Grand  Trunk 
Railway  Company  os  Canada,  256. 

4.  Action  against  municipality  as 
shareholders  in  R.  W.  Co. — Stock 
payable  by  debentures — 14  & 15  Vic., 
ch.  51,  secs.  18,  19 — Pleading. ] — To 
a declaration  under  14  & 15  Vic.,  ch. 
51,  sec.  19,  by  judgment  creditors  of 
a railway  company  against  a muni- 
cipality as  shareholders,  defendants 
pleaded,  in  substance,  that  they  sub- 
scribed for  the  stock  under  a by- 

aw,  which  provided  that  their  de- 
bentures, payable  in  1877,  should 
be  issued  for  the  sum  subscribed 


as  the  same  should  become  payable, 
and  that  the  company  should  take 
such  debentures  at  par  ; and  that 
the  plaintiff  knew  this  before  he  be- 
came a creditor.  Held,  on  demurrer, 
a good  defence. 

The  19th  clause  of  the  statute  does 
not  apply  in  the  case  of  a subscrip- 
tion under  the  18th,  unless  such  sub- 
scription is  made  in  the  ordinary 
manner. — Higgins  et  al.  v.  The  Cor- 
poration of  the  town  of  Whitby,  296. 

5.  Collision — Action  by  servant  of 
contractor — Liability .]  — Declaration, 
that  the  plaintiff  was  a servant  in 
the  employment  of  one  K. , a contrac- 
tor with  defendants  for  keeping  their 
road  in  repair:  that  in  performing 
said  repairs  certain  carriages  and 
engines,  under  the  management  of 
defendants’  servants,  were  used  to 
transport  materials  and  convey  work- 
men employed  by  K.:  that  the  plain- 
tiff being  one  of  such  workmen,  be- 
came a passenger  in  one  of  these 
carriages  to  be  carried  from  his  place 
of  work  to  his  residence  ; and  that 
it  was  defendants’  duty  to  use  proper 
care  in  the  m anagement  of  said  train* 
but  by  their  negligence  it  came  into 
collision  with  another  train,  whereby 
the  plaintiff  was  injured.  Held,  suffi- 
cient to  shew  defendants  liable. 
Torpy  v.  The  Grand  Trunk  Railway 
Company  of  Canada,  446. 

6.  Railway — Detention  of  plaintiff 
by  conductor,  under  18  Vic.,  ch.  176, 
sec.  10 — Limitation  of  action .] 1 — In  an 
action  for  assault  and  false  imprison- 
ment, it  appeared  that  defendant, 
being  a conductor  of  a railway  train, 
had  detained  the  plaintiff  under  18 
Vic.,  ch.  176,  sec.  10,  to  take  him 
before  a magistrate  upon  the  charge 
of  having  obstructed  defendant  in 
the  execution  of  his  duty.  Held, 
that  he  was  entitled  to  the  protec- 
tion of  the  26th  clause,  and  that  the 
action  having  been  brought  more 

U.  C.  Q.  B.,  20. 


700 


DIGEST  OF  CASES. 


than  six  months  after  the  act  com- 1 
plained  of  was  too  late.  Lauzeau  v. 
Leonard,  481. 

7.  Horses  escaping  on  Railway — 
Plaintiff's  possession  of  close .] — The 
plaintiff  owning  land  adjacent  to 
the  railway,  permitted  one  D.,  a ser- 
vant of  the  company  living  within 
their  fences,  to  cultivate  a small 
piece  free  of  rent.  D.  made  a gate  in 
the  railway  fence  to  give  him  access 
to  this  land,  and  the  plaintiff’s  horses 
passed  through  it  to  the  railway 
track  and  were  killed.  Held,  affirm- 
ing the  judgment  of  the  county  court, 
that  the  plaintiff  was  sufficiently  in 
possession  of  the  close  from  which 
the  horses  escaped  to  entitle  them  to 
recover.  Henderson  v.  The  Grand 
Trunk  Railivay  Co.  of  Canada,  602. 

8.  Consol.  Stats,  C.  cli.  66,  sec.  5. 
— Construction  of — Lands  injuriously 
affected — Right  to  compensation .] — 
One  W.  owned  land  upon  the  navig- 
able river  Maitland  extending  to 
high  water  mark.  The  Buffalo  and 
Lake  Huron  Railway  Company 
constructed  their  road  upon  the 
river,  not  touching  his  land,  hut  con- 
nected with  the  bank  above  and  be- 
low it,  thus  shutting  him  out  from 
the  river  except  across  the  railway. 
Semble,  that  his  land  was  not  “in- 
juriously affected,”  so  as  to  entitle 
him  to  compensation  under  the  Rail- 
way Act,  sec.  5.  Qucere , whether 
the  statute  applies  in  any  case  where 
the  land  itself  is  not  injured  bodily, 
though  the  owner  may  sustain  dam- 
age by  its  depreciation  in  value  or 
otherwise.  Qucere,  also,  whether 
the  power  given  to  this  company  by 
their  special  act,  19  Vic.,  ch.  21, 
sec.  36,  is  controlled  by  secs.  136, 
and  138  of  the  Railway  Act,  not- 
withstanding the  provisions  in  sec. 
139.  In  the  matter  of  Charles  Widder 
and  the  Buffalo  and  Lake  Huron  Rail- 
way Co.,  638. 


EECEIPT. 

For  Purchase  money  in  deed.'] — See 
Equitable  Pleadings,  2.  — Estop- 
pel, 2. 


REGISTRAR. 

Omission  of  mortgage  in  certifi- 
cate— Action  therefor — Notice  of  ac- 
tion and  limitation  — Consolidated 
Stats.  ZJ.  C.  chs.  126,  89 — Damages — 
Costs  of  suit  by  first  mortgagee. — 
A registrar  being  applied  to  by  the 
plaintiff  for  a certificate  of  the  re- 
gistries on  a lot,  gave  one  in  which 
he  omitted  to  mention  a mortgage 
for  |600,  prior  to  that  which  the 
plaintiff  purchased,  supposing  it, 
from  the  certificate,  to  be  a first  en- 
cumbrance. The  first  mortgagee  ob- 
tained a decree  for  sale,  and  the 
plaintiff  purchased  the  land  at  less 
than  what  would  satisfy  the  two 
mortgages,  hut  he  soon  afterwards 
sold  at  a considerable  advance,  so 
that  in  the  end  he  would  receive  all 
that  he  had  paid  for  his  mortgage. 
In  an  action  against  the  registrar 
for  this  omission  in  his  certificate, 
the  jury  gave  $500  damages.  Held , 
that  the  registrar  was  not  entitled 
to  notice  of  action,  and  that  the  six 
months’  limitation  clause  did  not 
apply,  for  though  an  officer  within 
the  meaning  of  the  act,  Consol. 
Stats.  U.  C.,  ch.  126,  this  was  not 
an  act  committed,  but  a negligent 
omission.  Held,  also,  that  the  dam- 
ages were  moderate,  the  plaintiff 
having  in  fact  sustained  loss  to  the 
full  amount  of  the  first  mortgage. 

The  plaintiff  having  been  made  a 
party  to  a suit  in  Chancery  on  the 
first  mortgage  endeavoured  to  ob- 
tain priority,  but  failed  in  his  de- 
fence, and  was  compelled  to  pay 
costs.  Whether  these  costs  could 
be  recovered  from  the  registrar  was 
a point  raised,  but  not  decided,  as 
it  was  uncertain  whether  they  were 
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included  in  the  verdict.  Harrison 
v.  Brega,  324. 

RELIGION. 

Effect  of  becoming  a Nun.] — See 

Deed. 

RENT. 

Sale  of  goods  under  fi.  fa. , without 
paying  rent — Action  therefor.] — See 
Sheriff. 

REPLEVIN. 

See  Appeal,  4. — Shipping. 

RULES  OF  COURT. 

As  to  costs  and  Croivn  office.] — See 
Page  123. 

SALE  OF  GOODS. 

1.  Verbal  sale Interpleader 

Change  of  possession Description 

of  goods — 20  Vic.,  cli.  3.] — On  an 
interpleader  issue  to  try  the  title  to 
two  locomotives,  it  appeared  from 
the  finding  of  the  jury,  that  in  Sep- 
tember, 1858,  when  they  were  half 
finished,  the  plaintiffs  verbally 
agreed  with  G.,  the  manufacturer, 
to  buy  them  from  him  for  $16,000, 
payable  as  he  might  require  it,  for 
which  they  were  to  be  finished  by 
him;  and  on  the  3rd  of  January, 
1859,  by  deed  reciting  this  arrange- 
ment, G.  conveyed  them  to  the 
plaintiffs.  The  defendant  claimed 
under  an  execution  issued  after  the 
agreement,  and  when  that  was  made 
there  was  an  execution  in  the 
sheriff's  hands,  at  the  suit  of  a third 
party,  which  was  subsequently 
paid.  Held,  1,  that  by  the  verbal 
agreement  the  property  passed,  and 
that  the  chattel  mortgage  act  did 
not  apply,  a change  of  possession 
being  impossible  under  the  circum- 
stances. 2.  That  the  execution  in 
the  sheriff’s  hands  clearly  could  not 
affect  the  plaintiff’s  claim  as  against 


the  defendant.  3.  That  if  it  were 
necessary  to  determine  that  point, 
the  locomotives  were  sufficiently 
described  in  the  deed  of  the  3rd  of 
January,  set  out  in  the  case. — Bur- 
ton et  al.  v.  Bellhouse,  60. 

2.  Sale  of  goods — Quantity  not  as- 
certained— Property  held  not  to  pass. — 
B.  transferred  to  one  S.  100  tons  of 
coal,  as  security  for  an  endorsement. 
He  had  then  a certain  lot  of  coal 
lying  on  a wharf,  supposed  to  con 
tain  that  quantity,  though  in  reality 
only  78  tons,  and  subject  to  a claim 
for  wharfage  equal  to  the  value  of 
ten  tons,  but  the  jury  found  that 
the  transfer  was  not  confined  to  this 
lot,  but  was  of  100  tons,  B.  having 
more  in  his  yard.  No  other  coal, 
however,  was  set  apart,  and  it  had 
not  been  ascertained  how  much 
would  be  required  to  make  up  the 
difference,  when  B.  assigned  all  his 
effects,  including  the  coal  in  the 
yard,  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  benefit 
of  creditors.  Defendant  afterwards 
removed  from  the  yard  42  tons, 
being  22  to  make  up  the  deficiency 
in  quantity,  10  for  wharfage,  and  10 
because  the  quality  of  that  in  the 
yard  was  inferior  to  that  on  the 
wharf,  but  he  afterwards  abandoned 
his  claim  to  the  last  10  tons.  Held, 
that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  re- 
cover, for  the  sale  to  S.  did  not  pass 
the  property  in  any  of  the  coals  in 
the  yard.  McDougall  v.  Elliott,  299. 

Deceit  as  to  title — Unsuccessful  ac- 
tion by  purchaser — Right  to  recover 
costs  of.] — See  Costs. 

Attempt  to  defraud  customs — Com- 
plicity of  defendants — Set-off.] — See 
Customs,  2. 

See  Municipal  Corporations,  3. 

SALE  OF  LAND. 

See  Equitable  Pleadings. — Libel 

and  Slander. — Mortgage,  2,  3. 
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SATISFACTION. 

See  Bills  or  Exchange  and  Ppo- 
missory  Notes,  3,  5. — Mortgage,  1. 

SCHOOLS. 

See  Commom  Schools. 

SCIRE  FACIAS. 

See  Offices  (Sale  of.) 

SEDUCTION. 

Action  by  the  mother — Abate- 
ment by  death — Consol  Stats.  U. 
C.  ch.  77,  sec.  3.] — Where  the 
mother  of  the  person  seduced 
brought  an  action  within  six  months 
from  the  birth  of  the  child.  Held, 
that  by  the  statute  the  master’s 
right  of  action  was  taken  away,  not- 
withstanding that  the  suit  brought 
by  the  mother  had  abated  owing  to 
her  death,  after  verdict  in  her  favour 
had  been  set  aside,  and  before  a new 
trial  granted  had  taken  place.  Cross 
v.  Goodman , 242. 

SEISIN. 

See  Dower. 

SESSIONS. 

See  Quarter  Sessions. 

SET-OFF. 

Action  against  sureties  of  division 

court  clerh — Set-off.'] An  action 

against  the  sureties  of  a division 
court  clerk  for  moneys  received  by 
him  for  the  plaintiff,  having  been 
referred  to  arbitration,  the  arbitra- 
tor submitted  a special  case,  stating 
that  in  1858  the  plaintiff  sued  the 
clerk  for  goods  sold  to  him;  that  the 
clerk  then  produced  a memorandum 
of  settlement  between  them,  signed 
by  the  plaintiff,  relating  to  suits  in 
the  division  court,  which  shewed  a 
sum  of  £80  Os.  8d.  due  to  the  clerk; 
that  the  judge  thereupon,  against 


the  clerk’s  wish,  and  without  any 
particulars  of  set-off  having  been 
given,  treated  this  as  a set-off  and 
deducted  it  from  the  plaintiff’s 
claim.  The  sureties,  defendants  in 
this  suit  referred,  contended . that 
the  plaintiff’s  demand  then  sued  for 
being  a private  account  against  the 
clerk,  that  sum  was  improperly  set 
off,  and  they  claimed  to  have  it 
credited  to  them  in  this  action 
against  moneys  since  received  for 
the  plaintiff.  Held,  that  what  had 
been  done  in  the  former  suit  could 
not  be  thus  reviewed,  and  that  as 
the  clerk  could  not  take  credit  a 
second  time  for  this  sum  as  against 
the  plaintiff,  neither  could  his  sure- 
ties. Franklin  v.  Gream  et  al.,  84. 

See  Covenant,  1. — Customs,  2. 

SHERIFFS. 

Sale  of  goods  under  fi.  fa.  without 
paying  rent — Action  therefor — Aver- 
ment of  notice.] — In  a declaration 
against  a sheriff  or  coroner  for  re- 
moving and  selling  goods  under  a 
writ  without  satisfying  rent  in  ar- 
rear,  it  is  sufficient  to  allege  that  de- 
fendant had  notice  of  the  plaintiff’s 
claim  before  sale,  though  after  the 
removal.  It  is  a bad  plea  therefore 
to  such  a declaration,  that  defendant 
had  no  notice  before  the  removal. 

A plea  that  after  the  removal  of 
the  goods  by  defendant  there  re- 
mained sufficient  to  satisfy  the  rent 
in  arrear,  held,  clearly  bad.  The  Cor- 
poration of  the  City  of  Kingston  v. 
Shaw,  223. 

See  Bond  to  the  Limits-^Escape 
—Offices  (Sale  of) 

SLANDER. 

See  Libel  and  Slander. 

SHIPPING. 

Registration Effect  of  Imperial 

Act,  17  and  18  Vic.,  ch.  104 — Sale 
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of  equity  of  redemption .] — The  Im- 
perial Act,  17  and  18  Vic.,  ch.  104, 
does  not  repeal  altogether  the  pro- 
vincial statute  8 Vic.,  ch.  5,  but  ap- 
plies only  to  vessels  proceeding  to 
sea,  and  our  statute  remains  in  force 
as  to  all  vessels  navigating  exclusively 
the  inland  waters  of  the  province. 

Where  a mortgaged  vessel  had 
been  sold  under  a fi.  fa. , and  the  pur- 
chaser brought  replevin  : Held,  that 
he  acquired  no  right,  the  equity  of 
redemption  not  being  saleable,  and 
that  the  defendant  must  succeed  on 
a plea  denying  the  plaintiff’s  pro- 
perty, though  he  shewed  no  con- 
nection with  the  mortgage.  Scott  v. 
Oarveth  et  al.,  430. 

See  Agreement,  3. 

SLAYEEY. 

See  Extradition. 

STATUTE  S (CONSTRUC- 
TION OF.) 

5 & 6 Ed.  IV.,  ch.  16.— See  Offices, 
(Sale  of.) 

8 Anne,  ch.  14. — See  Sheriff. 

49  Geo.  III.,  ch.  126.— See  Offices, 
(Sale  of) 

64  Geo.  III.,  ch.  9. — See  Forfeited 
Estates. 

59  Geo.  III.,  ch.  12. — See  Forfeited 
Estates. 

8 Vic.,ch.  5. — See  Shipping. 

12  Vic.,  ch.  22. — See  Bills  of  Ex- 
change and  Promissory  Notes,  7. 

12  Vic.,  ch.  73. — See  Mortgage,  1. 

14  & 15  Vic.,  ch.  51,  secs.  18,  19. — 
See  Railways  and  R.  W.  Cos.,  4. 

17  & 18  Vic.,  ch.  104,  (Imperial 
Act.) — See  Shipping. 

18  Vic.,«ch  176,  secs.  10,  26.— See 
Railways  and  R.  W.  Cos.,  6. 

19  Vic.,  ch.  21,  sec.  36. — See  Rail- 
ways and  R.  W.  Cos.,  8. 

20  Vic.,  ch.  3. — See  Sale  of  Goods,  1. 

Consol.  Stats.  U.  C.,  ch.  15,  sec. 

67. — See  Appeal,  3. 

Consol.  Stats.  U.  C.,  ch.  19. — See 
Division  Courts,  1. 

Consol  Stats.,  U.  C.,  ch.  22,  (Com- 


mon Law  Procedure  Act.) — See  Ar- 
bitration, 4. — Bond  to  the  Limits. 
— -Mortgage,  2,  3. 

Consol.  Stats.  U.  C.,  ch.  .27,  sec. 
17. — See  Ejectment,  2. 

Consol.  Stats.  U.  C.,  ch.  30. — See 
Interpleader. 

Consol.  Stats.  U.  C.,  ch.  35. — See 
Articled  Clerk. 

Consol.  Stats  U.  C.,  ch.  45. — Se-e 
Description  of  Goods. 

Consol.  Stats.  U.  C.  ch.  54. — See 
Municipal  Corporations,  2,  4. 

Consol.  Stats.  U.  C.,  ch.  55. — See 
Municipal  Corporations,  1. 

Consol.  Stats.  U.  C.,  ch.  64. — See 
Common  Schools  1,  2. 

Consol.  Stats.  U.  C.,  ch.  77,  sec. 
3. — See  Seduction. 

Consol.  Stats.  U.  C.,  ch.  89. — See 
Registrar. 

Con.  Stats.  U.  C.,  ch.  113.— See 
Quarter  Sessions. 

Consol.  Stats.  U.  C.,'ch.  126. — See 
Registrar. 

Consol.  Stats.  C.,  ch.  65. — See  Gas 
Companies. 

Consol.  Stats.  C.,  ch.  66. — See 
Railways  and  R.  W.  Cos.,  2,  8. 

Consol.  Stats.  C.,  ch.  89. — See  Ex- 
tradition. 

Consol.  Stats.  C.,  ch.  91,  sec.  5. — 
See  Criminal  Law,  4. 

Consol.  Stats.  C.,  ch.  92,  sec.  44. — 
See  Criminal  Law,  1. 

STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS. 

See  Frauds  (Statute  of.) 

STATUTE  OF  LIMITA- 
TIONS. 

See  Limitations  (Statute  of.) 

STAYING  PROCEEDINGS. 

See  Appeal,  4. 

STOCK. 

Action  against  Municipality  as 
shareholders  in  E.  W.  Go.'] — See 
Railways  and  R.  W.  Cos.,  4. 

SURETY. 

See  Principal  and  Surety. 
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TAXES. 

See  Principal  and  Surety,  4. 

TELEGEAPH. 

Acceptance  of  lease  by.] — See 

Landlord  and  Tenant,  3. 

term  of  years. 

In  land — Not  saleable  under  divi- 
sion court  execution .] — See  Division 
Court,  1. 


TITLE. 

Admission  of.] — See  Agreement,  1. 
bee  Costs.— Covenants  for  Title. 
— Ejectment. — Equitable  Plead- 
ings, 1. — Estoppel,  1. — Forfeited 
Estates. — Landlord  and  Tenant, 
1. — Mortgage,  2,  3. 


TEESPASS. 

1.  Declaration — Whether  trespass  to 
land  or  goods  charged. — Declaration, 
that  the  plaintiff  being  the  mort- 
gagee and  owner,  and  one  F.  being 
the  occupant  by  plaintiff’s  permis- 
sion, under  an  overdue  mortgage  be- 
tween them,  of  a certain  saw  fac- 
tory worked  by  a certain  other  steam 
engine  thereon,  all  situate  upon  and 
forming  part  of  a certain  close,  build- 
ings, erections,  and  appurtenances, 
known  as,  &c.,  (describing  the  land,) 
the  defendant,  under  a false  claim 
of  purchase  of  such  steam  engine, 
wrongfully  broke,  and  caused  to  be 
broken,  such  saw-factory  for  the 
purpose  of  taking,  and  did  thereupon 
wrongfully  take,  and  cause  to  be 
taken  therefrom,  such  steam  engine, 
and  also  thereupon  wrongfully  took 
such  steam  engine,  and  caused  the 
same  to  be  wrongfully  taken  away 
and  converted  to  his  own  use.  De- 
fendant pleaded,  1.  That  the  goods 
and  chattels  mentioned  were  not  the 
plaintiff’s.  2.  That  the  close  was  not 


his.  Held,  on  demurrer,  that  the  de- 
claration charged  a substantive 
trespass  both  to  the  land  and  goods, 
and  that  the  pleas  therefore  were 
bad,  as  professing  each  to  answer  the 
whole  cause  of  action,  and  being  a 
defence  only  to  part.  Lambe  v. 
Teeter,  82. 

2.  Trespass  to  land — Evidence  of 
possession  by  plaintiff .] — The  plain 
tiff’s  husband  living  close  to  the  lot 
of  land  in  question,  had  for  many 
years  cut  fire- wood  and  made  sugar 
on  it,  and  it  had  been  assessed  to 
him  since  1843,  but  others  had  made 
similar  use  of  it,  though  not  to  the 
same  extent ; it  had  never  been  en- 
closed, and  the  neighbours’  cattle  as 
well  as  his  were  accustomed  to  run 
over  it.  The  plaintiff,  a few  days 
before  this  action,  put  up  a fence  on 
it,  and  some  of  the  defendants  there- 
upon put  up  another  inside  of  it,  and 
afterwards  they  all  put  up  a fence 
along  the  limit  between  this  and  the 
next  lot,  thus  shutting  out  the  plain- 
tiff, and  fencing  in  the  parb  which 
she  had  enclosed.  Held,  that  the 
plaintiff  (shewing  no  other  title)  had 
not  such  exclusive  possession  as 
would  entitle  her  to  maintain  tres- 
pass. Bailey  v.  McNeily  et  al.  ( nine 
defendants ,)  451. 

3.  Trespass  to  land Possession 

Prior  Ejectment — Estoppel .] — In  an 
action  for  trespass  to  land  the  plain- 
tiff proved  a good  paper  title  derived 
through  a sale  for  taxes,  but  he  had 
never  been  in  actual  possession,  and 
it  was  shewn  that  after  the  plaintiff 
obtained  his  deed  the  defendant  had 
cut  timber  on  the  land,  and  built  a 
shanty  for  the  lumbermen,  although 
the  plaintiff  went  there  and  forbade 
him ; and  it  appeared  that  the  plain- 
tiff had  brought  ejectment  against 
him,  but  had  not  proceeded  with  it 
after  defendant  appeared.  The  de- 
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fendant  claimed  under  a deed  from 
the  heirs  of  the  patentee,  and  it  was 
sworn  that  before  defendant  pur- 
chased the  plaintiff  also  wished  to 
buy  from  them,  saying  that  he 
thought  his  own  title  not  good.  Held, 
that  the  plaintiff  was  sufficiently  in 
possession  to  maintain  trespass,  and 
that  he  was  not  estopped  by  having 
brought  ejectment,  as  being  an  ad- 
mission of  defendant’s  possession. 
Heck  v.  Knapp,  360. 

See  Amendment. 

VARIANCE. 

gee  GrUA.RA.NTEE. 

VENDOR  AND  VENDEE. 

See  Sale  of  Goods — Sale  of  Land. 


WHARVES. 

See  Municipal  Corporations,  4. 

WILL. 

gee  Bills  of  Exchange  and  Promis- 
sory Notes,  1. — Forfeited  Es 
tatf.s. 

WITNESS. 

Action  against  Principal  and  Surety 
— Competency  of  principal  as  toitness .] 
— gee  Principal  and  Surity,  2. 
gee  Commission  to  Examnie  Wit- 
nesses.— Evidence. 

WORDS  (CONSTRUCTION 
OF.) 

Agents.'] — See  Criminal  Law,  1. 

‘ ‘ Land  injuriously  affected.  ”]  — See 
Railways  and  R.  W.  Cos.  8. 
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